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Editorial 


The 1980's were, as we ssid in COMMUNIST 
REVIEW 7. "hard times for 
revolutionaries". But they ended with a 
bang which showed that yesterday"s trutha 


are today's lies. The collapse of the 


Stalinist regimes in Eastern Europe, 
culminating with the shooting of 
Ceaucescu in Romania, have opened up as 


new phase in history. Is it any less 
dangerous than the previous Fixed 
enmities of the Cold War? Does it mean 
that all about the possibility of 
socialism have been wiped out? 


The answer to both questions is “No". 
While less than a decade ago we expected 
the Cold War confrontation to be the 
basis for a build-up to the Third World 
War, We can flow see that thia waa 
over=simplistic {even if the whole world 
shared it!}. The world is now an 
infinitely HORE dangerous place aa 
Eastern and Western powers fanceuvrea to 
take advantage of the new situation that 
has erupted in Eastern Europe. Even the 
potential mew bloc of the EEC is under 
Strain as its most powerful member is 
tempted by the siren songs of the Lorelei 


ef the Eset. Yet the USSE and the USA 
remain the two leading world powers and, 
as the US invasion of Panama shows, will 


do everything in their powers to preserve 
bases for their imperflalist rule. It ia 
testimony to the depth of tits economte 
crisis that Russian capital has been 

bliged to seek a breathing space in 
which to attempt a fundamental overhaul 
of its economy and catch up 
technologically with the West. Despite 
the offloading of its own crisis onto the 
periphery and other Western states the US 
itself isn beset by a perennial problem of 
declining capital accumulation and 
competitivenesa. It is thus beginning to 
gee the value of «Wcepting an armistice 
in the arms race iu the hope of reducing 
ite own debte and diverting spending to 
more productive areas. But though 
sentimental bourgeois may look forward to 
"Berlin 2000" a5 the end of the East-West 


divide, capitalism can no more divest its 
imperialist coat than a wolf can abandon 
ite own skin. 


The motive force for 


change is the 
permanent crisis of capitalism. At the 
moment the world's ruling clase ts 
seizing on the notion that the opening up 
of the East will provide a peaceful way 
out. How far this will indeed bring a 
temporary respite is impossible to 
predict. What is certain is that the 
erisis created by the development of the 
most advanced areas of capitalism still 


exists, 
In the heart lands of capitalian 
unemployment and homelessness devastate 


0X of society. In the periphery, in 


Africa, Asia and Latin America, the 
effects of the debt crisis have reached 
horrific proportions. The international 


loans granted by banks and "development’ 
agencies to promote economic growth have 
only increased imperialism's domination 
over the periphery and eliminated any 
possibility of self-reliance. This is 
especially soa in agriculture where states 
which have been encouraged to rely on 
exports Erom moncacultural crops and 
primary products have Found themselves at 
the mercy o£ prices Fixed in the 
heartlands: in New York, London or Tokyo. 
Omce caught in the trap of Falling prices 
and rising Interest rates there is no way 
out. Whole areas which for centuries 
could feed themselves have been 
devastated. Widespread famine is not an 
aceldent of nature but a consequence of 
capltalism’s laws of operation which - 
with of without an ‘unseen hand’ are 
incapable of providing for the most basic 
needs of the bulk of humanity. And where 
outright starvation is not their lot, the 
proletariat and oppressed masses of the 
periphery are faced with paying the price 
of their bosses’ loans. Higher food 
Prices, higher renta, more work and lesa 
Wiges With living conditions becoming 
daily more barbaric, all come under the 


heading of “austerity package”. Last year 
the consequences of this came home. As 
[HF austerity plans were imposed on 2h 
States across the world Food riote burst 
eut din which an official 4,000 people 
wore killed. Na amount of nora L 
Lndtgnation from humanttarlans in the 
heartlands ok eapital cat alter the 
éituation where two-thirds of the warld 
lives below subsistence level for this is 
a NECESSARY CONDITION FOR THE PROSPERITY 
of those who live in the capitalist 
metropoles. 


eontinued erisis of 
IBRP has continued its 
work of Forging the basis for a future 
working élass Big to confront the 
tapltalists {tn both the heartlands and 
the periphery of the system, In West 
Bengal gur comrades of Lal PFataka have 
distributed large numbers of tie 
atatement translated in this issue as 
“Bourgeois Barbarity in China: Another 
Face of Capltalist Decadence", despite 
the physteal intimidation meted aut bey 
the goondas af the local CPI-M. In Europe 
an initiative towards the workers of 
Esstern Evurape is already underway. The 
theoretical basis for this lies in the 
text, "Crisis of Communism or Crisis of 
Capitalism?” Througheut the Celd War 
Years we maintained that the “free world" 
was mot free and the “Communise” world 
was not communist. Today, an the 
so-called socialist dictatorships 
collapse in Eastern Europe, we must 
continue to hammer out this message and 
extend Lt to the working class there. In 
this issue too, we begin what we hope 
will bea series analysing the specific 
Ways each capitalist state has tried ta 
‘amortise’ or postpone the crisis. We 
Btart with British eapital which, though 
conforming to the general pattern of the 
crisis in the European heartlands, has 
Bought a Way «ut oan the basis of the 
Lllusive ‘prosperity’ brought by 
fFinanetal speculation rather than made a 
serious atteapt to revitaliae its 
productive hase. 


In the face of the 
enpitalian the 


IaRF January, 1990 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 


BACE [SSU BS 
are available from any of the IBRP 
addresses. Price £1 for any single copy 
and £5 forall seven 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 1 


* Where we come from and where we aré going 

* Platform and Statutes of the Bureau 

* On the Formation of the Communist Party of [ran 
* Crisis and Impenalism 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 2 


* Perspectives 

* Theses onthe Hntsh Miners Stnke 

* Borcigism andthe Italian Left 

* Theses of the Alptraum Commumst Collecove 
(Mexico) 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 3 


* Commungue on Mexican Earthquake 

* Dratt Theses on the Tasks of Communists in 
Captzhism 5 Penphery 

* Correspondence with Indian Revolutionanes 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 4 


* lmperialism inthe Middle East 
* The [oternational Bureauin India 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 5 


* Gramsci» Myth and Reality 
* The Pentianent (rss 
* The Histone Course 
COMMUNIST REVIEW 6 
Grorbachew's Russa 
* The New Technologies of Capitalist Exploitation 


Gramsci - The Concept of Hegemony 
Obituary on Gramsci (from Prometeo 1937) 


COMMUNIST REVIEW 7 


" The COBAS in Italy 

* Marxism andthe Agranan Question 

‘c odence with Comunismo (Mexico) 

* Austenty Policies in Austria (from the GIF. 
Astra) 


CRISIS OF COMMUNISM OR 


CRISIS OF CAPITALISM? 


We are witnessing a deep and devastating crisis, 
The "socialist" world has been engulfed by a 
gigantic wave welling from the depths of [tes 
economic substructure, sweeping away atavastic 
bureaucratic fore, amd the old ideology. It le on 
a tumualtums and unstoppable course towards 
disintegration, triggered by on economic crisis 
vhose explosive and unpredictable effects are being 
felt ty the whole soctepy. The resule is an 
entirely new theory of society whose divergence 
from the previously established mdel only equals 
the intensity of the crisis which gave rise to tt. 


In Russia economic crisis can be seen in the moat 
serious shortage of basic goods aimce the 2nd World 
Wart ising inflation, increasingly widespread 
unemployment, amd famger and misery for the vast 
majority of the population. The standard of living 
of the proletariat who Live and produce on the 
periphery of the Soviet Empire has been reduced co 
mere survival. This situation has tolggered intense 
episodes of class struggle, such as the miners" 
strikes; avtonanist tendencies in almost every 
region from the Baltie ta the Caucasus, Estonia to 
Armenia; religious wars between Christians and 
Muslims of such intensity that they have led to the 
most diapusting forms of xenophobia. 


In China recent events in Tiananmen Square are the 
tragic demonstration of haw the economic troubles 
Which have been dogring the Deng regime for years 
eould lead only to revolt and repression. It is 
peasible 2 soncentrate solely on the deweratist 
petty-hourgeois demands of the Fekin students. 
However, it was the 40 million utemployed and the 
generaliy miserable living conditions which 
provided the soil for the ferociously repressed 
protests to growin, In other words, when the 
emotive old stereotypes and false ideologies are 
discardel, it is clear thar the tw major 
SELF=PROCLAIMED “comamist" countries are in the 
Brip of the met serious social and esosomic crisis 
recorded in history. 


Certainly, there is plenty of sourtishment for 
bourgents ideology. But there t@ ales enough "food 
for theuetit' for an. accurate § Mamcdst 
interpretation, which takes into accomt the 
differant histories: of the two coamtries, their 
differing social problems and their different 


levels of development. 


In Ruasla the earthquake of perestroika was 
released from sbowe and is seeking, a Coreersus at 
the base. In Grina centrifugal forces moved from 
the streets towards the seat of power. Perestroika 
is moving against the old world of Stalinist 
bureaucratic privilege in order to create the 
conditions for an opening onto the Free market. The 
Chinese events exploded after ten jwers of 
“Liberal” experiment. Wille the orphans of Stalin 
are grappling with the ethnic and mational problems 
which have flared up, the descendants of Mao are 
confronted with an inflammatory situation even 
though it hasn't yet assumel any particular 
regional form, Whatever te happening in terms of 
social revolts, political amd economic experiments, 
amd mass actions reactions from aber or vice 
wersa, they are no more than the results of serlous 
economic contradictlons. 


The Western bourgeois vulture is greedily feeding 
on this decomposing social material. It presente an 
opportunity for the West to peinforce the two-fold 
attempt to hide ite ow insurable eantradictions 
and to contain the political and econamic demands 
of its om proletariat. The opportmity is 60 
favourable that the ikamgecis atteck om tha 
supposed communism of the “socialist” cometries is 
not directed, as im the past, against cardinal 
peints of Marxist theory and method, such as the 
dialectic, the theory of walue or economic 
deteminian. Instead 3 they arrogantly and 
empirically seize on the broken pleces avept up by 
the economic crisis in the Eeetern blor countries. 


The failure is so complete that the bourgeois crow 
only has to gloat over the defenceless ‘yierim' and 
the merous steps towards “neecapitaliom™ which 
are apparently emerging as the only solution to the 
"socialist" countries' agony. There fen't a single 
pelitical commentator who doesn't support the 
eccepted idea that, given their devastating 
ecomamic ¢fisis, the only road open for the Eastern 
bloc countries is "a return to capitalism”: both in 
econamic termes amd im the shape of traditional 
bourgeois democracy with its political pluralian. 


The essence of the question is that we are neither 
seeing the crisla of Marxies nor the failure of irs 
supposed realisation (in Puseia, China or the East 


furopean = countries}, but more «imply the 
consequences of the Stalinist counter-revelurton. 


What {5 collapsing in Moecoy and Pekin ie the great 
tisterical fraud =owhich resulted fron the 
construction oF state capitalism diseuised as 
Soclaliam. The analytical ney to averything still 
temilns having a correct interpretation of ‘that 
uiigue aml great revolutionary experience of 
folshevike October. A full and exhaustive analysis 
of this cannot be made here. However, the 
fundamental stages need to be repeated, if only ag 
4 Very quick overview. 


Although the Russian proletarian revolution = the 
one and only example of victorious class strmgle = 
created all the political conditions for the 
construction of a secialist society, there was no 
possdidlity of it moving on to a higher econoetc 
ard social plane. The revolution wes strangled by 
anonomic backwardness and ite isolation from other 
revolutionary experiences in the advanced 
capitalist areas, Lenin's great worry, and that of 
all the major Bolshevik Party leaders, as 
dramatically articulated many times: this was that 
efther the international revolution would manage to 
come to the aid of the Russian proletarLat or the 


First experience in the world revolution would be 
defeated. 


All Lenin's efforts, including the New Economic 
Policy were directed, not at the contraction of 
“socialias dn ome country” (imposible in any 
country but particularly in om thet wis 
economically devastated), but at political 
Teslstance to the revolution's decline whilst 
waiting for other sectors of the international 
proletariat to make their absolutely crucial 
contribution. NEP itself, supported and vigorously 
defended by Lenin, was not conceived as a necessary 
preconiition for socialien, still less a socialist 
weln. Sather, it was seen as the only possible 
policy and a step backwards towards capitalian, 
een if it was supervised by the state. Tt wea 
sort of temporary defensive shield wiose power of 
protection was in inverse proportion to the length 
of isolation. Only the falaified history of 
Stalindes, with ite talk of “seeialien in ome 
country” could distert the uncertainty of this 
delicate perded of weebting and proerammatic retreat 
into a trlumphalist take-off point towards the 
buildings of soclalian, The myatificeattion was all 
the more delusive and ill-fated, given that the 
vwaet majority of the international proletariat were 
swept along by emotional memories of October. 
Stalinism did MOT produce socialism of any sort. On 
the contrary it was the police-state form of the 
counter-revolution which Jiquidated the Bolshevik 
Ol4d Guard in fuesla amd all the comamist 
oppositions abroad. The theory about "socialien in 
one country" was just 2a disguise for the 


transformation of the aconamic structure into state 
capitaliem. 


Today the international bourgeoisie, ia tenaciously 
pursuing irs aim of destroying the vision of 
communiem by annihdlating Stalinien. In the process 
it plays on the ies which the counter-revolution 
iteelf has created. 


Under these clrounmtances it ls imperative to reply 
to the bourpgeniste’s expedients by putting 
Stalinien back into its proper historical context. 
The political crimes which were committed against 
flerst the Russian proletariat aml then the 
international proletariat have to be denounmed, 


The whole history of Faaala fron the end of the 
Twenties to the outbreak of the Second World Har 
Clearly demonstrates the total strangulation of the 
political adm and strategy of (October. Not a 
Single postulate held by the Bolshevik Party and 
the Third International at the outset of the 
revolution remained in place. Thus, a revolutionary 
programme: with the potential for attacking the 
international bourpeciate slowly changed into a 
programme for the defence of the Rusaian state. 
Proletarian internationaliam gradually made way for 
the national path ta “socialion’’. 


The Second World War, with its Cold War aftermath, 
provided the imwerialist framework by which the 
Russian example came ta be held wp as the 
obligatory reference point for a succession of 
social and political mraments which either didn't 
have the strengeh to free themselves from Russian 
influence of which, mre often, opportunistically 
acted as ita cldents in national Liberation wars or 
antifascist fronts. This happened in the iemediate 
post-war period in Eastern Europe following the 
liberation From Mazien, in Mao's China of 1949 
following the civil war against the Kuamintang, in 
153 in Korea and subsequently in Vietnam. 
According to this framework even the totally 
imperialist struggle between the USA and the USSH 
wit depicted as the stoggle between world 
commaism ant the major imperialist state, or 
eoretimes, Lf one preferred, as the wumaveidable 
confrontation between the advance of communism and 
the arrogant defence of capitalion. 


Tn fact, what would have been = Lf victorious - the 


infectious source of 
comter-revolutionary ideology. Its devastating 
consequences still] weigh heavily on the world 
working class. Seventy years of Staliniem, seventy 
years of counter=revolution, have succemted in 
cancelling out the historical memory of the 
Bolshevik October. Traditional methods of clase 
struggle now appear obsolete in the Light of what 


ie haprening in the secalled “soclalier countries" 
and the world’s bourgesisie has been presented on a 
with a golden opportimity to rage eeainst Marxian = 

er father, againet what is universally regarded as 
such. For the economic, social and human tragedy 
which come with the diainteeration of the Russian 
Empire or the crumbling of the socio-economle order 
in China, are not the “tangible proof” of the 
fallure of commmisn's historic programme, They sre 
not evidence of the “obvious impossibility” of 
constructing anything other than capltaliam. They 
are, hoearver, in contrast to the whole hypocritical 
Stance of the bourgeoisie, the sign of the end of a 
great deception which for too long has nourished 
the couter-revolution and the traditional 


AN HISTORICAL LIE 


Today there are tore repentant Mandets than there 
are algac in the Adriatic. The collapse of the myth 


gupetticial approaches to the proletarian cause. 
Thls is certainly a good thine. The intermational 
revolutionary movement is so reduced and has to 
face such enormous problems that the “leaa™ of this 
load of mebtish can only be an edivanteze to it - Lf 
only in the sense that it is becoming clear at Last 
that certain "felloy travellers" have never been 
fellew travellers of the proletariat and thar, 
though they may have 2 long way to go, there path 
is is different from ours. Moreover, it's painful 
to see how dramatic events of late, instead of 
sparking off self-criticism amongst the Left, have 
given rise to the idea that “everythine” we a 
mistake and that they might as wall beat an ordered 
retreat. For certain political animals it is easier 
to take this apparently obligatory step and declare 
their com experience as "Mareioe’ militants over, 
with the supposed death of Mamclem, than make the 
effort of checking whether it's really Marclam 
whieh is dying or that version of “Mardes" wich 


hes been continually refined politically by 
Stalinian itself, by Mace, of by 
“Sixty-eightiem", ete. Neither able nor willing to 


definitively sever the umbilical cord whitch binds 
them to their politice] origins, such elements bave 
been easily dram in the oppoalte direction by the 
events which have hit the “communiet world" and by 
the noise the bourgentele is making akout it. 


Nevertheless, a small hand of iimveterate 
Stalinists or Stalinc+oists are still in action 
amd are. refusing =oto)=(oiguidate) «themselves 
politically. Even here, rather paradocdically, their 
ultimate polesical venom is reserved, not so mich 
for attacking the key demecratist critique of the 
bourgesisie (they are themselves beguiled by this), 
but for criticiams stemming fron the left = i.e. 
from those who condemn Stalinisa for the collapse 


of the Pugsian fevolution, Thedr argument can be 
Bumatised thus: “Agreed, Staliniem happened, but 
it hasn't been a complete success only because 
mistakes and deviations occurmed. However, it 
doesn't follow that these countries haven't been 
budding eoctalies, that they are capitaliet or 
state capitalist saecleties. You can aay what you 
like..." continue our “nonsdeviationists” "... but 
the Russian and Chinese experiences are based on 
the socialisation of the means of production, they 
have eliminated private property and money remeins 
only as the universal medium of exchange, not as 
capital; is this not socialiaa!" — A fine speech if 
it wmen't =o outworn and wasn’t delving hack to a 
debate of FLEty years ago. 


Certainly onc of the first maamures taken by the 
tvolutionary goverment in Kussia wis the 
socialisation of the means of production. All 
capital was expropriated fron the national 
bourgecisie who in turn were deprived of military 
organisation and a say im the decisions of the 
neebeim soviet republic. This, however, is the 
Fundamental content of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat: the expropriation of the class enemy 
and tesistance against ite reactionary return. Both 
practically and in juridical ters: the 
tevolutionary state took into its hands the 
management of finance capital, the exploitation of 
Mineral resources, the production of important 
products, foreign trade and a good part of [nternal 
trade. That is, it created the polities! and legal 
preconditions and organised the factors of 
production for a future, lengthy process of 
transformation from capltalist society, subdued 29 
it was, into socialism. But - amd here Lies the 
keystone to all analyses of the Russian experience 
=~ these achievements of the Bolshevik (October 
represented only the WECESSARY precomlitions for 
the subsequent development of soclaliam, they vere 
in WM) WAY SUFFICIENT. For the full potential of 
these preconditions to be realised in practice the 
international revolution wuld have had to occur 
and com: to the ald of ‘poor’, backward fssta, 
Otherwise it was goodbye to socialism, and goodbye 
aleo to the preconditions so laboriously achieved 
by the first victorious episode of class struggle. 


We have already mentioned the WEP measures of 192) 
(Lenin always apoke of them as a step backwards). 
The reopening of ‘the market, the drive to develop 
the productive forces all involved a return towards 
capitalism. Except that, and lenin emphasised this, 
it would have to be a “particular” kind of 
capitaliem -— state capltaliem, directed and 
administrated by the proletarian dictatorship 
itself, This was all in the comtext of the dual 
perspective of holding on to power willet walting 
for revolutionary upheavala on the international 
scene. Ag the second perspective became less and 
less fkely, both in the short and long term, the 


Russian revolution did not move toards eoclalisn 
and found itself developing under the aegis of a 
capitalist aconamic etrotture, even if thie was 
state capltaliam. In other words, SEP, which had 
boon imposed as a femporary ecommic necessity, 
became the definitive economic support for 
poet—revelutionary Russia. 


By the beginning of the Twenties then, the 
Tevolutionary state was almost completely devoid of 
the political content it hat had in 1917. The state 
fut now takem on the form of a bureaucratic 
administration that was mow subuumed to 4 
centralised, planned, capitaliem where every adngle 
prituctive energy had to be channelled towards the 
accumulation of capital which, even though it was 
no longer private, was still capital. 


Thus depicted, the historical course of the retreat 
of the Thisslan cevolution can be more easily 
uMerstoxl. The necessary precondition for 
socialism had disappeared altogether or else they 
were transformed into their opposite and came ta be 
regarded as the socialisation of the means of 
production. But socialisation te not just about 
expropriation, it is also about collective property 
and therefore non-property. It simply mesma the 
conmml mnaigement of pools and resources without 
amy individual property rights, not even on the 
part of the state. 


fut if socialisation is to become more than a mere 
precondition and have a working ‘juridical’ 
structure, the Latner has to be conmected to 2 real 
stcial content, that is te a soclaliat development 
of the forces of production and dietribution. In 
this case, and only in this cage, "Juridical form” 
and social content come together and influence each 
other to give life to a new social dimension. In 
this collective management from belo leads to 
economic development while the productive apparatus 
din turn satisfies the needs of the collectivity. In 
every other case the only thing that can emerge is 
an insurmountable division ‘between the firet and 
the second (i.e. juridical ani = productive 
relations) which removes any meaningful content 
from edther. 


Yet, hoy could a society such as Russia, where 
capdtelist economic forms were being strengthened, 
not distert the content of socialisation? On the 
other hand, how could a ‘juridical’ form such as 
the socialisation of the means of production - 
created as pert of the development towards 
socialian = facilitate the growth of capitalism? 
Either the juridical relations met impede the 
development of capltaliam of, in the long-term, 


enpd talise preductive relations would gain 
guperioriey ever the original thrust towmrds 
socialisation. 


Given tha abeence of the first solution, the 


outcome of the Russian experience is clear, The 
gradual appearance of capitalien tramiformed the 
state fron an overseer of the gains of che 
revolution dnte the manager of the procese of 
capital accumilation. Consequently socialisation 
iteclf wes omesculated and redefined as simply the 
transfer of private property to the state, as the 
best way to accomodate to reality. The collective 
Tanapement of the means of production gave way to 
State @mership of them. Added to the fact that the 
state at this polot wes no longer a revolutionary 
estate but capitalist with all the 
bureaucratic/sdministrative trappings of such, the 
fate of the revolution was sealed. It le pure folly 
to suppose that after thirty of fifty years of 
solidificstion of this economic process. 
socialisation can survive, Like «4 laboratory 
experiment, in complete isolation from the 
historical context which surrounds it. 


The Russian capitalist state emerged owt of defeat 
Or, Gore socurately, a6 a result of the 
impossibility of an isolated revolution continuing 
on ite course, the state turned to managing the 
Telations of production as ai “collective” 
capitalist ani accomodated iteelf to the 
capltal-labour relationship. The old revolutionary 
concept of socdalisation began to play an important 
Tole in supporting the histerical fread of state 
capitaliam recycled as “socialism”. Even though the 
theoretical justification for thie is cre, 
sometimes very crude, the counter=revolution has 
exploited the October victory to the full in order 
to diszuise ber it hee been obliged to survive, 


For dacades the false dichotomy between capitalien 
and socialism hes held suay (with Russia and the 
Test of the “soclalist" countries held up as 
examples), thus separating the area of so-called 
Private capltaliam from that of istatiem amd 
reinforcing the We that atate capitalism = 
aotialien, Thia dichotery ie all the tre 
fraudulent when the development of capitalism 
iteelf {6 comeddered. Ae alwave, but im an 
actelerated way a@iace the Second World War. 
ecapltalian’s economic course hag given rise to 
areas of atate and areas of mixed capltaliam (i.e. 
where industry ie omed by a mixture of private and 
State capital). Together these represent today 
S502 of GNP in the vast majority of 
industeialiee:| coumtries. It ie obvious thet the 
temlency towards atate capltaliem has developed in 
a different, mamer in the West and under differmt 
histerical eireumtances to the Ruseian 
comter-revolution. Seyertheless, it is equally 
otvious that state capltaliam ia not a historical 
accident, a new econanic form representing a 
half-way house betwen capitalism and socialism, 
but « way of organiaire production which is 
entirely in keeping with capltalien. 


The meat civious historical difference between the 


East and the Western world is that in the former 
state capitalian -— given the backwardness of the 
productive forces, the partial isolation frem the 
international market and the weakness, if not the 
absence, of private capital -— emerged as the 
necessary comiition fer the development of 
capitalist productive relations. In the latter, an 
the other hand, the state's progresalve assumption 
of responsibility for the productive foreas ia 
ayo with an anti-cyclical economic policy 
dime! at minaging the economic contradictions of 
the ayaten of production. 


Yet this does not mean that in Germany, Svaden or 
Italy, where atete intervention in the economy is 
moat conelatent, one can speak of socialised areas 
or of sectors whlch have been withdrawn from the 
logie of profit-making aimply became they are 
menaped by the atate. In both experiences, whether 
stemming from a failed revolution or from the 
normal course of development of private capitaliam, 
capitalism managed by the atate does mot change its 
character a6 explodter of labour power ancl it 
absolutely has nothing to de with any kind of 
socialisation of the meaane of production. 


To retum to Russia and the socialisation - state 
Telationship there is an important pedat welch mist 
be considers]. Tf we accept that what was 
developing in the Soviet Republic was a 
revolutionart process and that therefore the state 
was not degenerating - the only condition which 
could have saved the social content and political 
fumetion of socialisation = then there should have 
beer some movement towards the develooment of 
gocialian. And if this had happened we would have 
geen, fEirst of all, the disappearance of all 
canlteliet categories such as capital, wage Isbour, 
the market, commedity production and eventually the 
disappearance of the state iteelf. 


But in Fuseia exactly the opposite happened. Every 
capitalist economic category was reinforced. The 
fundamental relationship between capital and Labour 
power became more and more rigid te the point that 
the Stalinist Pive Year Plana could start from 
cilewlations of the rate of exploitation of labour 
power amd the 


had enormesly brosdened i 
Funetions so that it engulfed all mesets of cee 
life, imposing itee1f as an eccmemic state, a 
social state, a bureaucratic state, a police state 
= all in the service of Capital secumalation. 


‘mother, comected, argument is that in 

“soctalist" countries the survival of momey fs ca 
a technicality which simply reflects the necessity 
fo exchange goods, not the existence of mony ag 
capital. This distinction, as old as capital 


itself, amd extensively discussed by Marx, is 
intended to demonetrate that money in ite role aa 
the universal medium of exchange must not be 
confused with mmey as capital, whose unique goal 
is represented by the acomulation process. It is a 
bit like saying: “Lf [ we mmey to buy the eoxds 
and commodities IT need, that's one thing; if I use 
that same money for productive inmestrent, it's 
another." In the Hirst case, "l use it technically, 
#5 6 simple mean of exchinge, typical of vary 
modem seclety and whlthowt contravening the 
etonanic prerequisites of socialiem." In the second 
ease, “I would be using it capitalistically, but in 
the “socialiat" ocoumtries it is prohibited for 
private ciftizes: {save for a few exceptions) to 
employ money in the form of capital.” 


Well said. Tf only to show that they understand 
the basic Marxist lesson thet money ts defined, not 
ty its nominal form, but by the economic role it is 
ealled upon to carry aut: as the universal medium 
of exchange, as a tesenoir of value and as 
capital. Only Marx went further in his analysis and 
distinguished betwen a lar, or commercial, 
capitalist society - where the prevalent function 
of money was the technical one of commodity 
exchange - at a higher, or imlustrial capital len 
where the fundamental cole of money is as capital. 
This is because Marx foresay cammmist society as 
one without momry, elther in ite first or second 
function. face capital ts destroyed and with it ite 
role as eploiter of labor power there is no 
longer any need to fall back on money as the 
misure of individuals’ needs. It is individual 
needs themselves which will preside over the 
distribution of goods and social services. Since in 
eapltalist society the distributio of social 
wealth is organised on the basis of income, which 
in turn represents the different relationship the 
world of Labour has with capital, it follows thar 
labovr power"s imeome (wages) depends on the need 
for capital accumilation and not on its mm needs. 
In this case, when the proletariat wes mrey to 
buy goods of to benefit From social services it is 
using it a9 a means of exchange. But this i= always 
in the context of capital and ite law of value. In 
a commumiat seclery the copesite is the case. Given 
that social meade determine the rhythm of social 
development and the distritution of wealth, or 
father the consumption of goods and services, these 
are the pivot of the accumulation process (which is 
obviously a social and not a capitalist process). 
In this sense somey as the representative of income 
has no reason to exiet. The point is thet in every 
capitalist anciety -— both private and in the 
statified veraion - money as the universal medium 
of exchange doemn"t exist autonommusly but is 
indissolubly Linked te money capital. 


Tf wages exist then capital exists. The one is the 
condition for and the measure of the other. The 
Gores wages Are suppresses, the more the working 


class is prevented from satisfying its needs, the 
more, that is, the role of money as the mans of 
exchange is suppressed while all the other economic 
components of capital remain firmly in place, the 
higher thee return for capital. 


Whether one Likes it or mot, fixing the ten 
funetions of mmey into technically diverse and 
hn-commnicating toles Le a groie blunder, only 
surpassed by these who can concelve of money 
functioning purely ag a means of exchange inside a 
commodity-praducing seclety witht the exdstence 
of money capltal. Moreover, in Russia things camot 
even be posed in these terme. If Lt is true that 
the subjects of the empire are only allowed to make 
use of money as a means of exchange, it is 
otherwise for the state enterprise whose task it is 
to manage money capital: which, far from not 
existing, settles every kind of payment and 
distinguienes, like a joint=-steck company, betwen 
payments for the bureaucrats amd those of the 
WOrKErS . 


Gosbank fs not a wicked invention by critics of 
"soclalion", The existence and operation of capital 
ie evident in every sector of the economy. The only 
difference is that it isn’t in the hands of 
individusl entreprencura bet 1a comeentrated in the 
hands of the state, which in tum acts like a 
private entrepreneur as far as accumilation is 
concerned . 


All enterprises {until the Gorbachey reform) are 
in the hands of the state and are financed by it in 
the form of loans (capital). With these they bey 
Tew materials and production goods, again from the 
atate, psy wages and eslaries, produce commedities 
at a price imposed by the state and return the 
capital to the state with so much interest. Thos 
the state takes part in the accumlation of capital 
without it ever leaving its sphere of jurisdiction. 

To it, therefore, goes the honour of administering 
money capital, to the workers the honour of 
utilising money as the mang of exchange. 


Only by going back to the same old lie that state 
capltaliam is soclaliss cm it be maintaloed that 
in the “socialist comtries mmey capital does not 
mist and that the mly way the masty stuff 
survives is in the wery banal role of as the 
technical means for commdity exchamge. This 
deception aqually fraudulently denies the existence 
of the other elements of capitalism. Evem though it 
de wnder the omipresent control of the state, 
production is mot peared towards the satisfaction 
of social needs, but has as ite first priority the 
satisfaction of the voracious meeds of capital. It 
is net aimply goods which are produted but goods in 
the form of commodities. These are sold af a price 
whitch depends on the portion of capital invested, 
met the consumption needs of the workers. Since 


both capital proper and its aspect in the form of 
wages act dialectically ineide the whole social 
ormanisation , all the typical ecomomLc 
characteristics of capitaliem exist, evi though 
they are coordinated by a single superior beady, the 
state entrepreneur acting as the “collective 
capitaliet™, But at the end of the day it is 
history, that chronicle of ugly events, which 
destroys the flimey basis of falae ideologies. The 
devastating economic crisis which has burst oot in 
post=Stalinist Russia and wiich threatens to split 
up the empire is just the manifestation of the 
ecole crisis From which state capitalism, like 
that in the West, can no longer escape. 


Hundreds of political commentators are spouting 
Fron all sides on the political significamce of 
perestroika. Either it is presented a a process of 
eacialist reform, cautiously opening up the market 
but stil] firmly enchored in the defence of 
Oetober, of it Le portrayed as the clear defeat of 
ai idealistic political venture which is being 
forced to fall into line with reality and is now 
discarding the trappings of an impossible 
egalitarian sxclety in favour of bourgeois 
pragmatism. 


But we can dismiss these stupidities. The real 
question which mst be answered and which svpeps 
away the analytical errors of both sides, ia, "How 
has an economic crisis of such vast proportions 
come about? andl "Whot are the mechanies: vwitlch 
created it?" And there can be only one reply, That 
ia = the crisis of capitalian, the crisis of state 
capltalien. This has appeared even without the 
traditional methods of capital accumilarion. 


The Russian economy, like every capitalist economy, 
is auffering the combine! effects of low 
productivity aul a high organic composition of 
capital. With a Falling rate of profit, slowem in 
productive investments, inflation and unemployment 
the pleture Ls complete. dat as state capitalien 
manaeed to diemise the contradictory development 
of capital for almost an entire course of the 
accumulation cycle, so teday that same state 
cagiealien magnifies the contradiction: vidich are 
reaching mituration point. Amy other war of 
analyeing events In Ruiela is destined to fail. 


Ooly by using Mamdst economic concepts is it 
peaatble te explain teday's erisis in these 
societies, ap well as yesterday's defeat of the 
Qetober revolution. It is mm coincidence that 
bourpesia political ‘scientists’ themselves have to 
resort to the laws of determinism of the dialectic 
falbedt In a distorted form) in order to sharpen 
and deepen their am critique of the complex events 
which are unfolding in Busela. The lesion to be 
drew from what is happening is that Marelem Le not 
dead (even if we don't hear much about it) and that 


the validity of its methodology and political goal 
is destined to hold for capitalism's entire 
fisteriesl e=cistence. 


THE OTHER ASPECT OF THE CRISIS 


The economic profile of Western capltalien hae been 
clear for at least fifteen years. Since that 
fateful year of 1973 which signalled the beginning 
ef a period of crisis, its comuleions = cthouwgh 
Attenuated and clreuitous = have perledically 
broken gut in various sectors of the financial and 


Western analysts the worst is over. The two 
recesmions of 1973-76 and 1979-82, which securred 
at the samt tim: as the teo ofl shocks, have 
definitely been overcome. In the past seven years 


trade are both up (even if the latter hasn't yet 
reached! pre-recession levels). 


TABLE ONE 


INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION IN EEC OINTRIES 
(Percentage change on previous year) 


oe: 1985 198h 198? 1988 = 15RD 
Bar] grees 2.5 2.4 L.0 2.0 3.25 4.0 
Demork: iOS 4.1 4.3 -2.F 1.75 2.75 
France l.7 0.8 0.6 2.0 5.0 4.25 
W.Germarny = 3.8 5.4 Le O83 320 25 
Britain 3.9 2.9 0.9 5.8 #65 4.75 
Greece 2.0 3.6 -0.8 -1.6 4.5 4.75 
Trelarnd 12.2 2.4 3.4 9.8 11.0 7. 
Italy 3 lz 27 4.0 4.5 4.0 

TABLE Two 


(Percentage change on previews year) 


Be] glisn Laé L4& 2.0 2.1 325 2.75 
Devers a5 3 3.2 =-1.0 6.0 6.75 
France L5 L.? fal 24 3.5 4.0 
W.Germny 3.0 2.0 2.3 Le 3.75 2.5 
Britain 30 36 4.2 4.3 4.25 3.0 
Greece 2.8 3.0 L2 <4 3.25 2.75 
Eire 16 —-.8 =<L.5 4.8 1.75 3.5 
Italy 28 #29 29 BL BP 35 


TABLE THREE 


FIMED CAPITAL TNMVESTMENT TN EEC QOUNTRIES 
(Percentage change on previous year) 


1984 «1985 1986 1988 lL 

Hel rium Ferd 1.1 4.8 PB 97S FS 
Dermatric 2.9 1.8 73 9.0 =—<4.5 =2.75 
France 2.6 2.8 82.9 344 = 5 B25 
Wetermny O68 0.0 3.3 Le 7.0 3.75 
Britain 8.16 3-8 0.9 5.5 0.5 B75 
Eire —3.f =—i.6 7.3 =L1 O<:.75 4.0 

Ttaly ee eh ee ee a ee 


= = 


For the USA the relevant PMigures appear even 
better, From 1983 to the present the American 
economy has experienced an anual growth in 
imjustrial output of around 32. The tun deficits - 
in trade and in the domestic bulget - have been 
substantially reduced, bringing them each dam to 
$150 milliards. Oomestic demand has increased 
alongside investment. 


So, is everything 25 before or even better than 
before? Having overcome the bitter years of the two 
recessions in the Seventies, ie a new period of 
accumulation now opening up for Western capltalien 
a$ the figures now being handled about appear to 
indicate? The answer is "Ne". International 
capitalism, espectally American capitalism, hasn't 
ceased belmg a victim of its om contradictions, 
nor haa dt eseaped the decline which was only 
fecently being talkerl about. Certainly, the marked 
contrast with the crisis in the East makes things 
look better in the Western heartlands. The collapae 
of the Eastern eapire has occurred well after the 
gutbresk of crisis in the West and just at the 
point when “private” capltaliam seems to have 
regained its health. 


Yet there is no questi of the crisis being 
over,or that we are witnessing the start of a new 
perlod of development of uknom speed and 
intenelty. The real question is how far the 
international can control and 
decentralise the contradictions imolved in the 
process of aocumulation of world capital. So far 
they have succeeded in saving canitalian's 
financial and comerctal strongholds, theygh this 
bas been at the expense of the weaker sectora which 
are few more wilnerable to competition and whose 
economies have been drained to disastrous lewels. 
Even a superficial glance at this other aspect of 
the international situation reveala hoy four-E(fths 
of the world ig reduced to mere survival, if not 
outright hunger and misery, on accomt of the 
handful of economies which dominate the world 
market . 


Lo 


This poses another problem. Basically the question 
is not just whether capitalism has succeeded in 
eattalning ita am contradictions, but "Hw haa Lt 
manated te regain some of ite strength and achieve 
a kind of "revival" (albeit = temporary one)?" 


The problem itself ie net mew. Nor has capitaliam 
found new mecheaniems to help it survive. This is 
despite the fect that the temporary control capital 
acquired over the Seventies crisis has highlighted 
ame sophisticated capacity for intervention by 
Financial and other general economic means. Such 
methods were Little wied in the Fifties and 
Sixties, mot to mention the period before the 2nd 
World War. Today, thowh, tendencies mich 45 
doninacion by finance capital,  parasition, 
intentional isation of capital - which have always 
been part of Marion's investigations and malvees 
of capitalisn'’s changing proiuctive relations - 
have become fully operational. When Lenin wrote 
“Imperialien, the Highest Stage of Capitalian” in 
LG17 he anticipated present—<day capitalien very 
well. The parasitl: cole of finance capital, the 
interdependence of investaent ami productive 
activity, the international mature of capital 
accumilation; sixty years after Lenin's original 
elaboration we are seeing the full development of 
all these features. Not that they didn't exist 
then: only that it has required teo world wars, 
erises and the present accumulation cycle for what 
waa embryonic at the bepinning of the cantury to 
reach maturlty in the Seventies and Eighties. 


Put simply, this shows that, in the sbeemce of 
Breat social convulsions and direct attacks by the 
peoletarLat, Lt haa been easder for capitalism to 
adjust and refine ite techniques for controlling 
its om contradictions: adjusting the former at 
the cost of magnifying the latter. It must be 
understood that ‘to control’ does not mean either 
‘ro resolve’ or ‘to meduce’ the antithetical and 
eontradictery aspects of the capitalist relations 
of production. All teo often in recent years the 
apparent versatility and capacity of omiern 
capitaliam to play tide and seek with the damage 
coused by the economic cycle has led section: of 
the "left-wing" intelligentsia to argue that 
capitalism is an indestructible esononile form, As 
puch, the argument poet, it can only be changed by 
reform to create greater equality of incom 
distribution by allocating areas of investment and 
controlling excess greed for profit. In any event, 
tor then ite fundamental economic being is not open 
to question. 


Menaging ig a most necessary aft ‘ilch has always 
accompanied the Wife of capitalim. This art 
has becom ever more refined as it has developed 
dislectically with the growth of capitalien's 
comtradictions. If this were not the case, if the 
art of management were to decline or should one of 


the mprlal delicate parts become jammed, putting 
the whole possibility of cepltal accumlation at 
risk, then the solution would be the violent 
destruction of capital values; that is to sey, war. 


Capltilisa knows no other way. Just as it realises 
the need oto refine ote military weapons and make 
thes more sophisticated, ao it ales realises the 
necessity to provide itself with the means to 
“administrate” ita peaceful exclstence. 


An oimportant histerical exemple of “crisis 
mngenement’” can be found in the years immediately 
following the ‘Great Tepression’. American 
capiteliom, like that in Europe, was literally 
caught by surprise by the violence and depth of the 
eriaie and was brought to ite knees. The rigidity 
of the eoonomle system, dietinguished by the tight 
links betwsen Financial and industrial capital, by 
peaduetion mainly orlented towards internal 
domestic markets and yet relatively too much 
internationalisation of the commercial market, 
ensured thet when the centrifyueal effects of the 
erisis did not find sdequete escepe rowtes they 
eventually buret upon the very market which had 
engendered them. The new characteristic which 
followed after all this was the development of the 
theory and practice of state intervention in the 
econ. The pravity of the 1929-93 crisis was 
reflected in the “revolutionary” Keynesian theory 
of the necesaity for state intervention in the 
operation of tie market economy. Before the 
Keynesian revolution bourgeois political ecomomy 
faithfully maintained that only the independent 
strength of the market was capable of averting the 
danger of exomemic crisis. However, should a crisis 
ever occur Lt wes unmmeceseary to do anything but 
wait for the market itself to automatically 
re-establish a new equilibrius amd discard the 
causes of the erisis Wike am organian rejecting a 
forelon beady. From a totally bourgesis perspective, 
Keynesian theory argued that crises are an integral 
part of the capitalist econamie cycle and that they 
Should be managed by means of intervention from a 
body outeide of the productive sphere. This outside 
body was to be the state in the shape of regulator 
of aggregate demand. Thenceforvard the so-called 
anti=cyclical polities {mplemented by governments 
have involved a sort of invasion of all the 
institutions and vital nerve centres of the 
economic machine. 


The new economic phenomenon has certainly not 
saved capitalism from the inevitable comulsions of 
the morbet; it certainly haen't henished the 
spectre of war as the ultimate solution te the 
irreconci lability of its aoclo-econarLe 
contradictions; but emelly certainly, it has 
esitributed to a widespread and more effictent 
idelaistration of all sspects of the econeen, 
including the market for labour power. 


fourgends science arrogantly claimed te heave foun 
the panacea ffor all ills = present and future; to 
have resolved once and for al] the cyclicel neture 
of its economic being. This only depended on 
uiderstanding the correct dose of state 
intervention: sometimes 46 aggregate domi, 
sometimes with the stete acting as entrepreneur, 
sometimes with the state as welfare ineurer or aa 
the atiministrator of various social services on the 
basis of deficit financing. At times the medicine 
included 4a mixture of all these in set propertions, 


In its turn the 1970's erisis pose] another series 
of problems. First of all dt ahowel that the 
established technique; of crisis management hadn't 
resolved the basic contradictions in the capitalist 
productive system. Though they had worked for a 
tim: and softened the effects of the crisis, the 
crisis iteelf refused to go away. In short, the 
evolution of capitalien brought with it mew 
menifestations of crisis which made the old 
techniques for managing it cbhwolete.. Yet the 
development of the crisis iteelf brought with it 
potential means for developing new techniques of 
“crisis management", more in tune with the needs of 
capital accumlation. And that is vhac happened! at 
the beginning of the Seventies. 


For world capltaliam the accumilation cycle which 
opened up with post-war recomeatruction had now 
entered ite daamard phase. This meant the 
beginning of the crisis: a crists which brought 
with it sharpening competition and conflict between 
productive areas amd the sbheolute internatioeal- 
dsation of the financial merket. The partial 
autonomy of the worlds of Hnance and productive 
capital became tore pronounced. Meamhile, the 
crisis has provoked reHinements in credit 
mechaniems and the management of the world's sost 
important stock markets and has exacerkates 
financial speculation to the point char this is now 
the international fulemm for the parasitic 
division of the world’s surplus value. 


Today a rise or fall im the price of any strategic 
raw material (e.g. something required by almet 
every productive operation) lesde to the growth of 
decline of entire economic areas. A single point 
tise or fall in the interest rate of a central hank 
inone of the world's major financial centres 
dotermines tha shifting of thowsande of oll liards 
of dollars from one continent to another, with 
imalculable repercussions for the weakest 
economies and those who are not in a position to 
influence the process as a whole, 


Every physical amd ecomamic restriction has been 
broken down by the internationalisation of the 
Comercial market. Big dealers boy and sell vole 
cargoes in a mitter of seconds while they are still 
being transported from one coumtry to another, The 


Ll 


Inet impertant stock markets are equipped with 
computers which can check ant update the prices of 
few materials coming onto the intemational marker. 
The same thing goes for the currency and money 
markets. Internationalisation and the subsequent 
commentration of production, commerce and financial 
activity bas reached the point where a single deal 
made in ome part of the market can end up having 
Tepercuselons for the rest of the market. The 
effect ia that all these econamic amd financial 
fendencies ane expanded and accelerated. This is 
why current attespte to manage the crisis lead to 
fet ways of controlling the market and a Further 
centralisation of capital. 


THE AMERICAN EXAMPLE 


Yet again it is the United States which has been Ln 
the vanguard of the process of “crisis mnageent”. 
The reasons for this are threefold. In the First 
place, the United States has bam the leading power 
in the West's. economy for seventy years. AL] the 
conditions for the maturation of capitalist 
contradictions were to be found) in the US economic 
and financial set-up. Production, control over the 
market and the parasitic expansion of finance 
capital had 11 been able to develop here more than 
anywhere elec. In the second place, the 
exi-of-cyele ertsis had appeared in the [BA as 
early as 1971, posing all the typical problems 
aseociated with its adelnistration sane years ahead 
of the rest of the Western capitalist market. The 
third and most obvious point is that where the 
crisis of modem capitalise begins and is at its 
mst virulent the measures for dealing with it will 
moat fully develop. 


The 9activities of the American goverment during 
the so-called of] crisis of 1973 are a prime 
example. Given that the impetua for any substantial 
tise din the price of off came from OPEC's 
relationship with the rest of che international 
commercial marker, the USA had every interest in 
seeing auch an increase. They could thus to 
penalise all the other Western ecommies wich 
depend almost exclusively on OPEC ofl by ralsing 
their coste of production. At the courts of King 
Faisal of Smelt Arabia and the Shah of Iran US 
officlal ani owefficial diplomtic forces 
(Fiasinger and Colby) comdnead the te major 
dl=producing countries to be more bold about 
implementing oeasures which would trigger higher 
peices. In exchange they were promised military and 
civil technology on top of the Financial advantages 
which would scene from the price increases 
emee lve. 


Gian the importance of ofl amd the inaatiable 
demind for it, the consequences of the mmoewre 
were quickly felt. It weighed heavily on the OECD 
economies which with 8X inflation were 
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alroady expertencing an incipient internal crisis. 
The Amrlean objeccive had gucceeded. They lhad 
regaled! othe competitive edge for thedr om 
productive apparatus which had hitherto scarcely 
been able to comete {in traditions] areas of 
production such as steel, metallurgy and chemicals 
this apparatus was quasi-obeolete}. In the second 
half of the Seventies Europe and Japan found 
themelves having to cope with serious internal 
economic problems, including twoedigit inflation - 
higher than at any time since the dnd World War. 
Thus, a simple market manceuyvre had enabled the 
centre of Western imperialiem to breathe again but 
had made life more difficult for its economic 
partners who were obliged to pay for the effects of 
the US erlele. Another coneequence was that the 
peripheral coumtries vere also forced to submit to 
the effects of this mmeenre, with the added 
disadvantage that they were already starting from 
an overvbelming ly bhundicapped economic position. 


But the best eumple of present-day capital's 
fumdling of the erlsis ie in the financial sphere. 
The enorme centralisation of finance capital, the 
fuge power of the central banka and the centres of 
international epeculatien have may reached the 
paint that at every moment they influence all 
aspects of the world economy. The big financial 
houses which began at the tum of the century and 
Wiich were aetill dominant im the Fifties and 
Sixties pale into insignificance agairet 
contemporary firms. Todsy the central banks 
thamelves operate dincomparably more effectively 
than in the past. The close ties between them and 
the State have given piven them the power to 
inflwence the miss of money, to intervene during 
fluctuations in currency reserves, to agree in 
fixing the price of money and consequently to 
influence - via Inflationary or deflationary 
policies - the econemle cycle itself. Memoemres 
wlth interest rates, deals on the open market 
(state purchases and/or sales by means of public 
shares, treasury bonds, stocks) and modifications 
to the official reserve rates of credit 
institutions are the sort of instruments now 
resorted to dally in erder to regulate mmetary 
flows which in their tum affect production. 


Staying with the American example, the measures 
taken by the Federal fank from the end of 1979 to 
the beginning of 1990 (the start of the Reagan 
administration) are significant. These were 
peopesed dn onder to combat a worsening sltuatilon 
in the domestic acomomy. Thie wee characterised not 
only by a gleam in production but ales bya 
erisie of capital accumlatiom o¢ a result of the 
difficulty in comensating for the fall in the rate 
of profit with an adequare rate of produceivity. 


The measures imolved a substantial tnereagse in the 
central bank's tate of interest which im turn 


obliged America's major credit institutes to 
inctias: their rates proportionally. {In 1941] alone 
borrowing rates jumped from 72 ta 223%.) This 
ereated the beet conditions fer the USA to set 
itself wp as the pole of ateraction for worldelde 
apeculative activity amd for the recycling of 
petro-dollars on the international finance market. 
At the same time, this memoeuvre was assisted by 
complementary factors such as the relatively low 
rate of demeatic inflation, the eeletence of an 
already tried and tested practice fn the financial 
world and the wee of outright imperialist 
ingtruments such as the tmiltinationls and a 
gaml—moely fn biicgh technolosy. The declared 
ohjective was fo attract éapital te the American 
market where it wes becoming increasingly difficult 
to fovest profitably in the traditional scommic 
mammer, even at the cost of subsequently penalising 
the U5 prexluctive apparatus with a high price oomey 
policy. In fact, between [980455 there wis a sharp 
increase in banking profits accomeanied by a 
worsening in the competitive position of American 
industry. During this period the trade deficit alsa 
peaked to reach an historic high. 


But even here, despite the contradiction: and 
dangers fdnvelvel, America euceeeded in keeping 
afloat by making we of the miss of Finance capital 
which couldn't be produced in sufficient quantity 
inside ite ow productive apparatus. Morecer, bo 
the extent that the high interest rate policy has 
given renewed life to the major centres of Wester 
foperialios, it has withdraw it from the periphery 
of the syatem, from the sc-called under-developed 
countries wich were hit like a bolt fron the blue 
by the sudden increase dn debt service payments. 
These coumtrles oow found themselves in the very 
disturbing altuation of buying manufactured goods 
and technology from the ORC countries and having 
to pay four times more as a peselt of the combined 
effects of the increase in the ammumt of their debt 
and rise in interest rates. 


As 4f this wasn't enough, the Seventies' crisis 
(wileh wee prolonged into the early years of the 
Eighties) visibly diminished productive investments 
ami the demand for rar materials, traditionally 
produced in the periphery, contracted. Whe the 
blackmad] of further loans fram the industrialised 
countries, tha USA at the fore, is taken inte 
acommt it is e@lear thar the high interest rate 
policy has taken only a few years to create not 
only the comditions fer the debt explosion in the 
periphery ($1,400 billion to date) but also their 
virtual bankruptcy. In effect, a piece of Financial 
manipulation Which has allowed the major 
imperialist centres to realest the agonles of the 
international marker has throm the already 
tottering economies of three-fifths of the globe on 
their knees. 


You might think that this is a just normal 


imperialism. Certainly, ever since capitalien made 
itself the planet's dominant productive form, its 
eutright arrogance and oppression are burdens 
fumanity has hed to bear. Above all, tn periods of 
crisis, the big fish eat the little fish, the 
stronger capitals crush the weak with an increasing 
intensity only matched by the growing difficulty of 
finding profitable outlets for capital. But what is 
happening today on the internation] capitalist 
market ig owmparalleled in term of the 
sophistication of the meana adapted, the speed of 
their execution ami the repercusaive mature of 
their effects. 


Moremver, the financial adéminietration of the 
crisis has accelerated another tendency of American 
inperialiem: the decentralisation of production. 
Here bourgenis eociolegical experts, we are 
particularly likely to be influenced by any kind of 
mMermiian, have been charged with the task of 
defining this phenomenon in highly positive term. 
48 if the decentralisation of production was 
somehow leading back to a positive development of 
modern society, to « further progressive 
development of capitalian, 


In other words, when thes: official spokesmen of 
the bewrgecisle speak of the “technological 
revolution”, “post-industrial society" they 
imagine «a capltalisn which has resolved all the 
technical am! technological probleme associated 
with the production of machine toole and food and 
consumption goxds, where the only thing left ta 
develop ie the service and information secter. As 
if to say that, once in possession of finance 
capital and technology production can he 
geographically established - either in whole or in 
part = on the periphery of the system. Mearmitile 
the old centres of industrial powr transform 
themelves inte new kinds of social agglomerations 
based oon hi-tech production and an advanced 
tertiary sector with all the soctel and esoneenic 
changes thie implies. 


Over the last decade a growing section of the left 
has become attracted te this notion: Theories such. 
as the disappearance of the proletariat, resulting 
fron the gradual extinction of industrial 
production and a corresponding rise in the tertiary 
sector; or, the natural corollary of this, theories 
that deny the politics! centrality of the 
proletariat in the class struggle; all show how the 
deminant bourgecis ideology develops in Line with 
the changing requirements and metamorphoses of the 
ruling class. In a historical period were % of 
producers dominate 80% of the market, were 
financial centralisation has reaches! Limits 
imthinkable only a short time ago, al where 
financial parasitiem and speculation sees to be the 
most important expression of medern capitalist 
eociety, it is clear to Marxista that the most 


13 


abanced ani intelligent sector of the 
international parasites will produce a nec-ideology 
capable of reflecting the times and perpetuating 
justification of their own position. 


In fact, behind the theory of « post—industrial 
soctety there lies the subliminal message that 
mderm capitalism is really soeping «ay all the 
eoonanic and social problems which afflicted it in 
the years of its youth. Mow we have a wery 
different and technologically superior system to 
the old industrial society with its fundamentally 
troublesome characteristics. Marx, "Capltal’, the 
irreconcilability of social contradictions, the 
proletariat, its exploitation in the producrion 
process and the class struggle Itself are the 
fomants of a fecent past. Tolay, in 
part-industrial anclery, the mat consistent 
profits are obtained from the tertiary anil nor the 
productive sector. Therefore, capital atcumlation 
fs tha fruit of technology and not of exploitation 
of the tabour fore which, mrenwer, is 
progressively diminishing. This ia what ruling 
Claso ideology te pedalling. Of course it is true 
thet this has been che tendency for eome time in 
som sectors of internmational capltalion. A 
relative decline of the industrial proletarist in 
the technologically advanced areas is statistically 
Verifiable, as is a proportional increase in 
profits from activities not strictly linked to 
Preduction. But ft fe equally true thar 
decentralisation of prxduction, when it iolves 
the periphery of the capitalist market, also 
creates a nec-proletarianisation of these areas, 
thes containing, if not absolutely cancel ling out, 
the opposite tendency of deproletarianisation at 
the centre. Itds ome thing to establish that 
moder: tecimologicel production, based on an 
enormous increase in esploitation of the labour 
force, either expels unproductive elementa from the 
restructured anononl as or else employs 
propertionally less manpower in the new industrial 
settlemente of the periphery. It is another to 
blabber on about the socio-oconomic miracle of the 
poet—inidestrial society and the supposed extinction 
of the international working class. To say that 
profits are the fruits of the application of 
technology to the tertiary sector is an Lneult to 
the Pareist Tabor theory of value, and is aleo 
somewhat laughable. If anything, the contrary is 
the case. The tendency of contesporary capitalism 
is beth towards increased centralisation and 
control by finance capital amd at the same time 
towirds further investment abroad, where the best 
opportunities fer capital accumulation exist. It is 
neat important for capltal were the surplus value 
is extorted. What fs fundamental is the intensity 
od speed of its realisation. 


But basically the question should be posed in 
different terms. Weare not dealing here with a 
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periad of positive evolution by certain aivanced 
sectors of capital, but with its opposite. Both 
detndustrialisarion ant decentralisation of 
poxduction ate a fesponse to the downward phase of 
global capital's third accumilation cycle. The 
ahifting of invesement fren areas with a high 
organic compoeltion of capital to the perlphery 
da=mmatrates how, despite the productivity 
increases, it becomes increasingly difficult for 
capital to oompensate for the fall in the rate of 
profic. In Latin-‘merica, Asia or Africa, however, 
capital ts able to reduce its costs of production: 
Here Te is closer to nw moterials and, above all, 
it hee at its disposal a labour force at about a 
seventh of the cost at hone. 


Bren this ia pot new. In the Fifties and Sistles 
capitsl moved outeide ite traditional ares af 
production to places with higher profit margins. 
But while yesterday the export of Finance capital 
was limlted to investments in places where a4 
combination of cheap raw materials and a labour 
force to aacenble parte produced eleswhere could be 
exploited, or even where artisan akille developed, 
today capital 18 foreed te expert more than capital 
but = also sophisticated technology, encire 
Peaductio umitse and capital equipment. ‘The 
difference between = high organic composition of 
capital with a relatively high cost labour force 
and the same organic composition exported to the 
periphery din the form of indwatrial plant 
containing bleh technology - bor with an infintrely 
cheaper labour force — is self-evident. This is 
whet hes happened over the last decade in newly 
industrialised comtries like Talwar, Singapore, 
Hong Kong and South Korea, and what is hapsening 
today in Thatland, Burma, India and China. 


The consequences of the progressive shift of the 
preductive axes from the centre to the periphery 
will have to be dealt with on another occasion. 
Suffice it to say that the developaent of new 
technology and  tertiarisation, technological 
unemployment in the old centres of production 
(Europe, USA, Japan) and neo-proletariamisation in 
the periphery, the explosion of financial 
speculation {both private and state}, are all part 
of the downward phase of the accumlation cycle. 


The paradoxical dialectic of capitalism means that 
the more it develops the more the contradictions 
comercial weapons for mmaging the contradictions 
become, the more developed these erntradictions on 
a planetary scale, Reaganomics is an obvious 
example. From 1980-88 the starting point for 
American policy was survival vie financial 
speculation, foreign debt, the export of capital 
amd productive investment in the periphery. The 
remlt was that the developing countries were 
buried under a mountain of debt which contributed 


to, LF mot directly determined, the outbreak of 
umeontrol lable social tensions. 


Tt is no accident that the food riots wich have 
erupted in various Latin American countries (e.2. 
Venezuela), in the Middle Eeer (Jordan) or in Asia 
(Pakistan, Sri Lanka) have been in countries which 
are deeply indebted to the IMF of American credit 
institutes. Indebteriness , insolvency , the 
undermining of industrial development programmes, 
hunger aml soctsl misery, are the price the 
periphery of capitalism is paying for the atte=pt 
by the advanced sections of the imperialist line-up 
(headed by the USA) to manage the intermational 
ertets.. 


DEREGULAT LON 


We hae seen hor Reaganomics developed an a 
responee to the crisis, ax part of the attempt to 
control ite effects. New theorles, and to a certain 
extent a new practice, about the relationship 
etwas tht state and the economy, between the 
market ard the leading institutions of the 
administration, have flourished. Deregulation, for 
eummle, ia essentially about giving back complete 
autonomy £6 the laws of the market and thus 
reducing outelde intervention to 2 minim. ‘The 
theary ia that the state ie thereby absolved from a 
guffecating presence within the productive and 
financial apparatus. 


This is o blow at Keynesianies, but above all at 
the Left whitch reproaches canitalian in general for 
ruming unmecessarlly From ore crisis to another. 
Their solution ia the indiscriminate concentration 
ef the mean of production ad financial 
centralisation, accomanieal by an increased 
intervention of state belies im the ecoeomr. 
Hower,  Reapeniem, demeliately followed by 
Thatcheriam in Britain, tried te present itself as 
am experimmt which would miraculously get the 
conan out of recession simply by relying on the 
free market. Once the state whthdrew and the laws 
ef supply and demead were allowed universal freedom 
of operation the problem would solve itself. 


Apert From the implementation of new polleles, one 
of the objectives of deregulation was ideological - 
to demonstrate that capitalism can go dom more 
than ome road, Deseite ite ups amd dewe, its 
contradictions are manageable and this doem't 
necessarily mean going the same way as before, In 
other words, Jf over the last forty years a fence 
has been bullt up spound the domestic and 
intermational marker, Jesding to 4 phenomenal 
process of conmentration, and Lf the capitalist 
state tteelf has ended up ivesting in a good part 
of economic activity, today it ia posible to give 
autenosy back to the mirket by privatising firms, 
by supporting the primacy of the private over the 


public sector and by posing the “healthy” law of 
profit and private initistive against management 
passivity amd parasitic burgaucracy. [fF such a 
reversal were really posealble then ft might be true 
that capitaliem could qvercome the contradictions 
of its very economic being. 


But the reality is not quite Like this. According 
to statistics pit mit by goverment bodfes the 
world econamy etlll shows « constant increase in 
the concentration of production. In 1980 650 large 
fires dominate! the international comercial 
market. By 1987 this member had been reduced te 
300, with proceeds equalling $3,414 mlliards and 
representing 302 of total world production. More 
them oa third of the abre national ani 
transnational firme are "nade in the USA". In the 
WSA there hat aleo bean a dramatic centralisation 
of finanwee capital, in both banking and the srock 
market. A handful of banks, among them (Citicorp, 
America Hank Corporations, Chase Manhattan and JP 
Morgan, dominate the credit markets. It is the sane 
for stocks and shares, where amongst the twenty 
major dealers Five of them have proceads equal to 
402 of all the others pot together. Merri] bench, 
Shearsan, Lehman Brothers, Salomon Brothers, Hutton 
Financial Services and Tea Witter Finanefal 
Serviees deteraine the pood or bad times on the LS 
markets. Tht sam process of concentration and 
centralisation can ba toad inte the figures showing 
the distribution of wealth. In DMO 1.12 of the 
population held 20% of total wealth, in 19462 the 
latter Figure had besonm: 275, in [A 34.30 ond by 
1988 the concentration of wealth acoruing to the 
game If of the population had leaped to 38%. 


The statistics also confirm inereased government 
intervention in the economy. In the ten years from 
1920 to 1930 there were 3] government acts relating 
to the economy. In the following decade which 
included the Great Depression, the figure had 
jumped to 48. Between 1960-70 there were 73 
ROVETenc economic decrees emi 1275 in the 
following decade. At present, after eight years of 
deregulation and only one year shert of the decade, 
there have been 189 decrees whose regulatory 
content applies to ewery sector ef the economy from 
production to Finance, from the distribution of 
goods to the stock and money markets, 


These are just a few facts but they are sufficient 
to show how the temiemcy towards more and more 
concentration is ingrained in the contradictory 
nature of capitalism's economic oechanism and that 
this has not lessened, even in a period of 
deregulation. The organisation] form of a 
monopolistic market, the absolute predominance of 
Financial cartels, the requirement of a centralised 
Tanagesent of production and distribution on a par 
with Intrusiveness of the state in the ‘vitesl 
sectors of the domestic and international market, 
are the necessary consequences of the impossibility 
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of capltalian to regulate itself. 


Thus, although to some extent we are talking about 
the collapae of the Keynesian myth, Lf we remain in 
the precarious world af bourgesis political 
econcey's conceptions we'll newer get to the bottom 
of the peohlem. There sre mire sovincing 
explanations for the rise of privatisation and 
deetati fication om both sides of the Atlantic. 


In the first place the false notion that the state 
sector ds subject to different eeonenie laws then 
those operating im the private sector has been 
abandoned. Tt Le now recognised thet the Ime af 
returm on capital are identical for the state and 
private sectors and it is no accident that once the 
crisis began te gake itself felt the process of 
privatisation began with the least rewarding 
sectors of the economy. In other words, the state 
has behaved just Like every other capitalist in a 
crisis. 


Morecer, the policy of cutting out “dead wood" has 
made relatively little impact on the totality of 
Btate interventions. Despite the theory of 
diseigapement, the much=acclaimed peversal of the 
tendency hasn't produced a great deal in global 
terse. In may countries, for example, the key 
sectors have remained untouched by the “danger” of 
privatisation. Italy is a case in point, where 
amongst all the cuts, transfers and privatisations, 
432 of GIF fs still in the hands of IRD and EN] 
(the state Lovestment and holding organisations} 
amd their financiers. 


In addition there are aleo financial and political 
reasons for the state's delicate disengagement 
mancewvnres. In the Last few years almost all 
governments in the larger industrialised states 
have had to deal with the problems of restructuring 
and a budget deficit. In both cases, thowh for 
different reasons, privatisation has been seen as 
one of the mmst useful weapons to use in times of 
particular economic difficulty and social tension. 
The tramfer of some state activities to the 
private sector has allowed capital to be dram in 
from eleewhere. This was all the more necessary the 
deeper the abyss of public debt became. In itself 
such measures are inadesurte but ween the worst 
cones to the worst capital has no alternative! The 
gam: could be said sbwt testructuring the 
Productive apparatus and the social consequences 
ivolved. 


Even the met stupid bourgeois policy has had to 
give sam protection from campetition to key 
sectors of production during reorganisation and has 
had to base iteelf on the scquisition of advanced 
technology, with a compequent reduction of the 
labour force. Not only that, it became clear that 
“technological” unemployment as the result of 
industrial restructuring would have to hit both 


lf 
public and private sectors. 


Where orivatlsation toox place before restructuring 
there was the added advantage that the state would 
not have to teke political reaponeibility for the 
lay-offs. At the same time it would save some of 
the welfare costs involved ond its reputation in 
the process. The Italian exemple of rail 
privatisation i6 valid bere. The ‘Schimbernt (Heed 
of Ttalian Rai lwaya } Prefect! in typical 
private-mamagerial style, anticipated, and in part 
has already carried owt, fare intreases and the 
recreation of the management of the whole 
Taiiway metwork, at the centre of which wea the 
reduction of the workforce by 50),000-70,000, 


In fect the redlways never left state control. 
Privatisation baa been a okind of pantomime, 
successful only in hiding who is really running the 
railways. Today state intervention is not under 
discussion, only the mature of that intervention. 
Those who believe derepulation ia a aymptom of a 
change in the direction of capitaliem, or worse 
still, that a dialectical analysis is wnable to 
coherently explain ite causes, have understood 
absolutely nothing. 


In the era of the domination of finance capital 
where the productive world itself has as its 
precomiition credit, the cost of momey, its mass 
amd volume in circulation, the state hes no 
alternative but to reflect the meeds of the 
historic perdod amd take this domination upon 
iteelf. The recent yeare of crisis have been years 
of heightening competition, of a savage process of 
restructuring and/or productive decentralisation, 
but above all of the most ferocious struggle for 
the domination of the Ainancial market. 


The role of the midem state is prevalently 
financial. This doesn't mean that Lt is in the 
process of completely losing its role as external 
stimulator of the market or as a real capitalise 
entrepreneur. Today, however, it is the financial 
role that the state is obliged to play which mat 
closely reflects the evolution of capital. Tt La 
through measures such as manipulation of interest 
rates that the state expands or restricts credit 
and thereby monetary Liquidity by influencing the 
cost of money. It ls capable of taking on itself 
the burlen of credit, at the same time as 
implemerting deflationary domestic policies. More 
ax oor it is the state which asses 
responsibility for the social amortisation of the 
crisis (via redundancy schemes, penesion funds, 
etc.) and which thes supports the private 
productive apparatus. When the bourgeolale talks 
about Financial control of the economy they are 
really talking about the state's attempts to 
control finance capital, both on the domestic and 
international markets, in order to maintain 
rometivity and financial liquidity. 


Tt ia simply laughable, therefore, to talk of the 
etate digenpacing iteel Ff from the economy. In the 
fece of the state’s withdrawal, albeit temporary 
and limited, from the traditional productive 
sectors and from certain aspecte of social welfara 
(Public spending cuts in schooling, pensions, 
health, etc. as always hit the less well-off 
were: moet.) Doe invasion of the fininelal seetor 
hes idnerease! enormously. The heals of the recent 
revival in the major industrialised countries haa 
been, in fact, the financial intervention of the 
state. 


In the last decade the state's attempts to manage 
the crisia haa resulted in the major problem of the 
budget deficit. Everything has a price - including 
the mechaniems capital develops for absorbing the 
shocks created by ite cam contradictions. whilst on 
the lahour front it is the working class everywhere 
whoo opays)6 this) price) «6othrowgh «= umemployment, 
intensified exploitation, hummer, poverty and 
social desradation; on the financial Front it is 
the state which takes woon iteelf the greatest 
burden, amassing intractable debts in order to 
‘aesure’ economic revival. There is herdly an 
industrialised country which doesn't have a budget 
deficit leas than 50% of GOP. 


TABLE FOUR 


PUBLIC DEBT AS A PERCENTAGE OF GOP 


i 
[TALE reteeteeees = OE 
(CANADA, dinwarasiinearma, | data 
JAPAN tteereeeee | 6G6 
BRITAIN sereveetens Sedat 
TSA Sttdinta ee & Siew 


WiGERMANY vicececeece 444 


LE we ignore Italy and Germany who, for different 
Teasme, are outside ‘normal’ limits of state 
indebteiness, moat countries are in the grip of an 
economic problem which is difficult to resolve. 
Either the atate otends abree the fray, leaving the 
entire process of capital accumulation to market 
mechatives and waite for an automitic recovery from 
the lowest depths of recession - so that the 
diminished capacity of capital for productive 
investment eventually feapordise: the whole 
economic system = or it must decide on intervention 
using public finances as the stop-gap for the 
defictencies of the productive apparatus. In effect 
the state is making asort of social security 
payment to erlais-ridden capital in the form of the 
budget deficit. This kind of financial control puts 
the state Firet in Mine to plug the set obvious 
leaks but it cammot solve the contradictions of the 
econamc syste. The erisis can be prolonged ard 
its consequences pushed onto the weakest sections 
of the market but in the end the sam problem 


Fretiim and continue to develop towards a final 
explosion. 


The serious peoblen worrying economists is that 
there is no such thing in the Wester sector of 
capltalism as a state which is not forced to 
continually increase ita debts in order to be able 
to honour the interest payments already acquired. 
The service costs of the debt end up increasing the 
mass of debt, driving the state to adopt further 
financial measures. This economic retribstion is 
destroying the heart of the centre of world 
ecapitaliea with the same ‘cancer" which has 
annihilated the periphery. To be sure, the reasons 
for their tespective debts are different, but they 
have fn common the seme matrix of financial 
Tanase and circularity of the crisis. This is 
why the much-publicised econanic revival of the 
last six years represents simply a moment in the 
manigement of the crisis rather thm ite 
surmounting. 


To take another example from the US economy, both 
because it has been the lynchpin of these financial 
miners and because ite revival was supposed to 
extend to the whole Western market. The same 
analysts who for years called on the American 
“locemotive" to start aeain and dem the rest of 
the world out of the tunnel of the crisis, in the 
about a miracle. Glancing at the Figures, it would 
seem that the Reagan administration has indead 
resolved o mumber of the probless which afflicted 
the US economy in the Seventies. 


TABLE FIVE 


THE BOOMOMY OF THE USA IN FIGURES 


{Aammual 2 chance) 1986 L987 las 1989 
{Est.}) 

Private commmption 4.3 i ie 2 | 3.0 
Public consumptLon 4.0 2.6 0.5 2.0 
Gress Eieed limesonent = 2.0 Sa er | 
Dometle demand 4.5 2.5 Zeal ZF 
Exports 40 ll oO Ge 
Imports 9.8 | 5.1 a4 
GHP 2.8 Ee 3.8 3.0 
Unemployment (2 of 

workforce } 7.0 6.2 5.5 5.5 
Retall prices 2.0 tae 4.1 5.55 
($ milWards) 

Trade balance “12 -170 -l3l -I 
Current balance “135 -154 -l32 -128 
Federal deficit pat W 190) 155 148 


Source: O8C, Ie 


Wille ic le trae chat the two dePicits - that of the 
Federal budget and in trade — have been lowered aed 
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that the dizey yet guided fall in the dollar on the 
exchange markets has led to a wll increase in 
pixiuctivity, it is also cour that the ceiling of 
the ten deficits remains frighteningly high, that 
the domestic debt has leapt to $2,600 milliards, the 
foreign to $532.5 milliards, of which 30) milliards 
representa the amount owad by US business to foreign 
creditors. Only last year Paul Volcker, commenting 
on the “artificially stimilated revival", underlined 
the necessity of finding 5100 milliards a year on 
the international financial markets 5 4 result of 
the internal scarcity of capital. 


Meamitile, on the trade front the last act of the 
Reagan atininistration, the Trade Act, (oeposed a 
harsh protectionist policy in order te try te put a 
brake on the invasion of foreign goods. It's not for 
nothing that the same econamists who sang the 
Praises of the remarkable Figures showlne economic 
revival are now obliged to calculate that for the IS 
and Western econamies in general, the furwre choice 
is only betwen a “soft landing" or a "Wepresalon". 


We are not facing a real economic revival. There is 
no basis for o long-term revival of the accumlation 
cycle. In the present phase of management of the 
crisis based oo indebtedness aml financial 
speculation, the certain future is that of a new 
recession. 


THE ECONOMIC CRISIS AND THE 


WORKING CLASS: 


THATCHERISM AND THE BRITISH 


EXPERIENCE 


Introduction 


foring the Eighties it has become commonplace 
amongst revolutionary intermmationalists to speek of 
the proletariat’: Inadeqirte response to the 
capitalist crisis. Yet despite all the articles 
analyeing the effects of the crisis in the various 
"mational® publications of the revolutionary press, 
there has been little in th way of 8 general 
@laboration of the material reasons behind this 
crulem. The following article by the GW is 
intemal as a first step towards solving this 
problem: A problem which has been defined as, "How 
have the social effects of the crisis, especially 
in the capltalist heartlands, been ‘mortise’ by 
the bourgodeie?" 


To some extent, of course, each local bourgecisic 
has had ite om way of responding to the crisis ard 
dealing with the working class. But, given the 
international nature of the crisis and the economic 
intertwining of each ‘national’ capital, we mest 
expect to find a common thread. The article here is 
necessarily limite! to the situation in Britain. 
How far we are eventually able to paint 4 general 
Picture, vhich also alles wa to point to the 
specific aspects of each ‘local’ altuation, will 
depend on our having available similar sketches of 
the crisis and ite effects on the workdng class 
from revolutionaries throughout the edvanced 
capitalist world. 


Tt is perhaps appropriate that thia first pen 
portrait should be of [Eritain. For the pest ten 
years the crisis here has been overseen by a 
aovermment whose policies have achieved worldwide 
rence under the namesake of its leader - Thatcher. 
Until very recently ‘Thatcherien’ has been held up 
by a large part of the international bourgeoisie as 
away forward aut of the ecmumic crisis. Like 
Reaganiem, it signalled the emi of the 
bourgecisie’s {llusions in the printing prese and 
deficit financing as a solution to the crisis. 
Henceforth austerity and unemployment for the 
working class and submission te the “laws of the 
market for industrial capital were the order of 
the day. Yer if the British bourgecisie’s policies 
over the Last ten years have followed the general 
direction of capitalism a= a whole, it would be a 
mistake for Marndsts to see in their latest 


Tespomse to the crisis the adel for international 
capltal as a wile. 


For a start, by the tise Thatcher cam te power 
British capitalism was already declining in 
competitiveness in relation te ite closest rivals. 
As the text here explains, when the international 
erisis hit Western Europe Eritieh capital had for 
years been struggling with its am imperial legacy 
of an archaic industrial infrastructure and a 
working class whieee aconoele ollitancy (despite its 
Teck of political oomectoumess) wan making Lr 
difficult for the bourgesisle to restructure 
Indestry to the extent required. Whichever party 
had come into power im 1979 would heve had to adapt 
rigorous austerity messures and a ruthless attitude 
towards the archaically equipped and unerofitable 
industries. Although for the eest parc they did noc 
furvg @ Horth Sea (411 tomanca, other states in 
Europe possibly had more room for manoeuvre. 


In the second place, ‘Thatcherien" is mot a 
coherent ideology but rather the rationalisation. 
stemming from a set of pragmatic responses to the 
crisis of profitability and the class struggle. The 
original ‘Thatcherite' panacea was suppose: to be 
tax cuts. This lead to higher inflation, Maggie 
then became a ‘monetarist’ and promised to bring 
dawn inflation by restricting the mney supply, or 
at any rate government spending. The subsequent 
refueal to subeidiee wmprofitable firm and 
industries from the ‘natlonal'’ pool of surplus 
Walue led ta the cleaure of a subetentiel pert of 
Tamufacturing imduatry. The real reason for the 
drop in inflation waa the reduced purchasing power 
of the working clase as it suffered austerity and 4 
million umemployel. During Thatcher's second tenn 
in offfee the government hit om the idea of 
privaticing state-controlled industries. In the 
eves of the world this has become synonymous with 
Thateheriem, As the accompanying article on the 
erieds in this (eeue ina 


expresses not just a need ta-accert that. in. tha 
long run capitaliam needs to be profitable in order 
to suryive but an ideological battle which alms to 
bury the elass strigple. Just as Labour had 
promoted the myth in 1946/7 that Its 


nationalisation programme = a step towards 
socialiem so the Conservatives in the 1980's 
promoted the oyth that denationalisation = a step 
towards greater damecracy anil freedom, Part of 
Labour's myth had rested om the job security and 
high redundancy payments due to workers in the 
state-run inhurtries (wiich made it cosely and 
difficult to Testructure on anything but a 
plecemea] basia). Now the Conservatives are trying 
to propagate the myth of a newtral state standing 
above othe class struggle by diisencumbering 
themselves from the compromising position of the 
employer, directly responsible for job losses, wage 
cute, fc. At the same tle the strategy has been 
expanded «oto incorporate the idea of the 
“shareholding democrat’ - the worker who has a 
Vested interest in his om exploitation. While its 
wmdoubtedly the case that estates everstere are 
trying to distance themselves from responsibility 
for the crisis and seek mew ways of motivating 
alienated workers to accept increased exploitation, 
ptivatisation is mot mecessarily the only option 
available ta the bourgecdele. In fact, when the 
Tory goverment stumbled on privatisation as a way 
creating British Telecom (previously part of the 
tate-run postal service) the prime alm was not to 
a victory in the supposed battle against 
socialism’, but to raise capital for new 
“tovestment on the international finance markets. At 
the game time the freeing of the telecommumications 
industry in Britain from the legal restrictions 
inpoeed oon state-controlled monopolies allowed the 
ly privatised company to camete in markets 
of its "home" area. And it is here, in the 
ch for the huge mass of gurplus value required 
Tevolutionice capital equipment amd plent, that 
motive force for the UNIVERSAL TREND away from 


' State omed, pooducing almet 
exclusively for the domestic market} can be found. 


[tis the same motive force which is pushing 
capital to ‘co-operate’ in joint ventures across 
mations] boundaries and which has led to the 
worldwide domination of finance capital. It has 
nothing to do with democracy, the dismantling of 
socialiem, or the withdrawal of the state from the 
coomomy, but it has everything to do with the 
desperate search for surplus value to fuel capital 
accumulation when domestic industry AS A WHOLE = 
whether in private or state hands - is operating at 
such a low rate of profit that tt canmot generate 
enough surplus value for a further round of 
ancumilation. Tt is this humt for surplus value 
that Thatcherism shares with capitalies in general, 
not the ideological accoutrements it disguises it 
jin. In those areas where state control of 
imhestries has acted as barrier to the penetration 
of foreign capital ‘denationalisation' becomes a 
RaCeRerY step. But this is by no eeans always the 
case. The state can equally eesily play a direct 
role in the promotion of links with foreign capital 
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and the expansion of the market beyond the home 
area. (Enichom, the Ttalian state chemical 
imjustry, for cumple, soy mo feasom to 
denationalise iteelf before embarking on a joint 
venture with ICT.) The point is that regardless of 
the formal amership of this ofr that national 
monopoly, in onder to remain profitable and survive | 
they are obliged te spend money om research and 
development, modermise thelr capital equipment and 
for this they need more surplus value than they can 
Renerate themselves. Efther they are taken over or 
ilgaaite vith a foreign company or they ego to the 
wall. 


In Sritain a large part of industry has been 
allowed to do just that. The government talks about 
British industry being “leaner but fitter", 
implying that it is nor able t G2pete 
successfully on the world marker an! produce 
‘healthy’ profits. The Facts say otherwise. In the 
past decade manufacturing'’s share of fined capital 
has dropped from IBEX to 13% but profitability, 
according to the ‘Financial Times’ is "still on the 
lew side on international nome” (14.10.99) Unable 
to find profitable outlets for investment at home, 
British industrial capital - in true imperialist 
fashion = has been fleeing abroad over the Lect few 
years (mainly to the USA). 


This brings up to another specific aspect of 
British capital: fts eamrency ad Financial 
institutlons. Unlike ite rivale in the rest of 
Europe, when restrictions on the flow of finance 
capital were lifted Eritain had the initial 
advantage of a legacy fron ite imperial past. The 
Steck Eochange, which had com to reflect the 
fortunes of an insignificant part of British 
Capital by the 1960's, has taken on a mene 
Slonificance in the Elghties as INTERNATIONAL 
financial speculation has bloesomx|. Similarly, the 
pound sterling has increased in importance since 
the floating and relative decline of the dollar. 
Given the peculiar tole of the London market in 
international finance, it was relatively easy for 
the present government to follow the US example and 
open up its money market to the world. As in the 
US, the old restrictions on foreign exchange 
dealings have been lifted to provide the freest 
poseible oemdronment for the international 
speculator. As Thateher is on record as boasting, 
“We have free movement of capital, oe 
exchange control. No other European country has 
that.” (Newanight, 22.5.89) The result has heen a 
massive tumover of Finance capital on che Londen 
money Market: amounting to £40 billion a year. The 
fortumes of dealers and brokera - the so-called 
financial services sector - have thrived. Bot only 
a emal] part of this finmce capital goes to 
industrial investment in Gritain. Most of it is 
used for short-term speculation = attracted by the 
quick return: made available by the government's 
high interest rate policy, By the same token the 
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freeing of restrictions on the mowement of capiral 
has ded oto oo omessive outflow of long-term 
Livestiment capital fron Eritain. (26.3 billion in 
the Flrse 46 monthe of 1989.1 


Moc more than in the rest of Europe, the British 
stete hes been in «a position and prepared to 
aacrifice the interests of industrial capital to 
those of finance capital. In this respect the 
British bourpecisie’s response ta the crisis has 
aped othe USA and it ie not just Ang loeAmerican 
sentimentality which keepe alive the “special 


relationship” between US and British capital. 
Although all thea major capitalist stetes are mw 
obliged to “open up" their economies to outside 
capital and deregulate their financial merkete in 
the mutual search for possession of part of the 
international pool of surplus value, no other state 
(nat even the USA) has been prepared to abandon so 
mach of ite manufacturing industry. [e wad be a 
mistake to assume that the rest of European capital 
will be obliged to follow emectly this 
“ThatcharLet™ road. 


The Economic Crisis and the Working Class 
Thatcherism and the British Experience 


Tome 1959 murked the aniversary of ten years of 
“omeervative Party Government in Eritain: the 
eoscil le! decade of Thetcheriem. For the first time 
in cover a decade the Labour Party = once eschewed 
by the Hritieh bourgesieie and ite press barons 2s 
a factiawtorn relic from a bygone era — was ahead 
in the opinion polls. There was a2 reason for this 
ard it if met eonmmected to Thatcher's 
“authoritarian style of government". As the decade 
wore on “Thateheriem' came primarily to entail the 
defense ef the interesta of finance capital. So 
long as there were alan advantages for capital in 
peneral, Britain's industrialists vere willing to 
qo along with the "“Thatcherite revolution’. And 
there were sien Picant advantages: 


a) (After 1980) A reduced rate of inflation wiich 
lessenet the wmertaintles when calculating 
Lovestment fetus. 

by CAfoer 1984) 4 cowed and promed—tom workforce 
wheee “rate of productivity” {read “rate of 
exploitation”) was expanding at an average of 5% 
par your. 

c) A higher profit rate. 


Bat by the latter half of last 
advantages. were proving to be ephemeral. In the 
first place inflation was on the increase again (8% 
in Jone, the same a6 when the Conmervetives began 
their decade in power) and much higher than in the 
reat of the ERC. Moreover productivity rates were 
glowing and being “outstripped” by wage increases 
while profitability wis still below the 
Intemational nem, As ff this were not enough, 
there were signs of a revival of what the 
bourgeoisie ue to call "the British disease’: 
quireaks of strikes by verdous sections ef the 
working class (transport, health, car workers) 
doing their best to comhat inflation. 


fm the trade front, the last few years have seen 
the build-up of a massive deficit: now standing at 
£20bn. In per capita termi this dwarfs that of the 


USA. The decline of mamiacturing industry. woupled 
with the policy of maintaining a “strong pound" for 
the sake of attracting finance capital (making 
British manufactured goods relatively daarer on the 
international market), have both contributed to the 
mensive: flee of ieperts over exports. As an 
eutright defender of finance capital, Nigel Lawson, 
until resently the government's finance minister, 
wes prepared to tolerate an indefinite trade 
deficit so long as the value of the pound could be 
maintained by increasing interest rates. Even so, 
over the decade sterling haa declined in value 
internationally — by 272 againee the dollar and 
S62 against the yen. The fact that it ‘was 
imcmasingly necessary to prop up the pound by 
raising the bank rate {and boring up sterling} is 
testimony to the weakness of the currency's 
domestic economy. A woakness which is compounded by 
high interest rates since, as we mentioned, exports 
are ‘over-priced’ and ales because of the hich cost 
of borrowing for domestic industrial Lovestment. At 
the sam time a further contradiction in the 
ROGnEnt Ss strategy is being exposed in that 
higher interest rates man higher sortgages for the 
deliberately increased number of ‘homeamers' in 
Britain. Whereas the exparion of the so-called 
property—eming democracy was supposed to bulld up 
permanent support for the Conservatives, the high 
cost of “home ownership" ie nov a prime reason for 
the erosion in electoral support for the Tories. 
With industrialist conplaining about the resurgence 
of inflation and workers demanding sage increases 
higher than the rate of exploitation, the 
government is being obliged toe resognise the limits 
to ite simple policy of propping up sterling via 
the bank rate. 


After a decade of the ‘Thatcher revolution’ the 
familiar economic problems of the 60's ami F's 
have teappeared. The rumblings of dissatisfaction 
(particularly from the CAI - Confederatim of 
British Industry - the mouthpiece of industrial 
eapltal) are now extending to the class straggle 


front. Ironically, the government wich has staked 
much af its claim to success on having tamed the 
Class struggle is now being asked what it is going 
to do about the present trend for workers to demand 
wage Tises without the necessary ‘rise in 
productivity’. (It intends to put a ban on 
‘unofficial’ strikes.) In terms of its industrial 
structure, Sritish capital's manufacturing hase is 
certainly leaner but itis hardly fitter. ‘The 
proapect of Flourishing new sunrise industries has 
80 fer proewel to be a falee dawn and as we have 
already said, profit rates sre lewer than the 
international average. At a time when the dearth of 
surplus value generated by the accumlation process 
is Forcing every national capital to sae out 
international Finwice capital, the Clty of London 
has provided a short-term bonanza fron financial 
Speculation for a section of the British 
bourgeoisie. But as other capitals, operating from 
a stronger industrial hase, expend their om 
financial ‘services’ oj open up their finance 
Matkets to international cosperition, the oole of 
sterling Le bound to decline. 


In the etonomle sphere “Thetcherlen' hes worked no 
miracle. In social terms, however, there has been 2 
dramatic change. Mest obvious is the existence of a 
permanent pool of unemployed which would have been 
unthinkable in the framework of the post-war 
welfare state settlement. The boundaries of the 
Class struggle have changed. How fas thie heen 
achieved withaut a major rupture in the social 
peace? By reviewing some of the ecperiences of the 
past decade we hope to theo gome Light on how the 
working clase in Britain has com to accept the 
cost of capltaliem's economic crisis. 


THE THATCHER DECADE 
IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 


The Eritish economy emerged from the Second World 
War in a worse condition than that of its rivals, 
Tt was heavily in debt to the USA, had lost met of 
ite merchant marine which hed been the origin of 
its domination of the world market fom the |7th 
century amd was facudl with antiquated productive 
methods and a working class which demanded some 
rewards for ite saerifices of the previous decades, 
The first ‘reward’ came in the shape of the 
nationalisation programe of the 1945-51 Labour 
Government. Contrary to the mythology propagated by 
Labour, this was not an attempt to deliver industry 
into othe «hands of "the people’, but the 
inplewntation of the regulated capdtaliem wich 
Labour had always ateod for. 


The second) ‘reward’ cam: vhen the British 
boutgeolsie continued to act as though Britain were 
etill an independent imperialist power. Troogs were 
sent to the Korean War and the cost of British 
participation browght negative growth in GUP at a 
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time of general post-war reconstruction, It was 
only after the Suez crisis in 1956 that British 
capital accepted its subservient role te the US ond 
teleased iteelf of the costes of colonisation. Thus, 
although the post-war period eventually saw 
historically higher levels of growth than ever 
before (prompting Prime Minister Maceillan to 
amowunce in 1955 that the British working class had 
never had it so good), in relative terms Britain 
fell from being one of the world's richest 
countries to 19th in per capita term by the 
mid-1970's. At the same tle: industrial and 
cammerctal profit rates hed falles (from an 
estimated 8.5% after tax din 1951 to just 32 in 
1975). By 1963 it was obviows that Living standards 
were falling in relation to the rest of Europe. The 
Gomervative’s attempted ‘dash for growth’ led to 
What was then the worst balance of payments crisis 
in history. With the slogan “13 years of Tory 
misrule" Labour wes brought in to iment the 
credit squeene and supervise the restructuring of 
Industry in what Wilson termed the "white heart of 
the technological revolution". But theagh the old 
industries were further pruned by Labour (in the 
coal industry alone 200 pits were closed dom 
between 1960) the technological = oevolution 
hardly arrived and cars, chemleale and the 
traditional heavy industries remained the backbone 
of the economy as growth rates declined from 3.2 to 
2.4 per cent. This, despite the fact that both 
Labour amd Tory governments had continued to cut 
dow twtionalised industries’ share of ODP {from 
20% to 10 between 1951 and 1976), During the 
Sixties the myth of permanently rising living 
standards still held svay over the working class. 
As Teal iiges began to ‘bottom out’ and then 
decline by the end of the decade workers still 
trusted in the tactics of ‘soney allitancy' to 
defend their living conditions. 


At first the ruling class bowght off its 
adversaries by the Keynesian tactic of the printing 
press which cancels out apparent wage rises by 
devaluing money. The consequence of this in an 
omy where output is slowing ia inflation. 
Keynes argued that inflation was a safer way to 
reduce workers' wages than direct wage cuts. Even 
80, inflation (of 6-& per cent!) in the early 70's 
(comoumded by the floating of international 
currencies and the onset of the world capitalist 
Crisis) tei to a massive series of strikes, 
including twp miners’ strikes. Althouwh the 
Conservatives, led by Heath, had promised a “new 
style of govermment™ mach Like that of Thatcher 
today - with ‘free collective bargaining’ instead 
of an incomes policy, control of public expenditure 
amd no Support for "lamp ducks" - his famous: U-turn 
after the harkruptey of Rolls Royce and Upper Clyde 
Shipbuiiders (beth bailed out by the state) 
feflects the fear of the class struggle. Between 
71-2 there was an increase by half in 
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unesployment but the strikes continued (24 million 
days were Loot in 'F2), Despite capital's need te 
Festructure the government didn't dare face the 
CoIBeTuENoe: and manufacturing output continued to 
dec Tine. 


In 1974 Heath lost the election after instituting a 
3 day working week in the Face of a power workers’ 
strike. The Tory slogan had been "Who Rules 
Britain?" (The implications being the unions had 
foo much power and were not controlling their 
manbers.) Having miserably failed to curb the class 
struggle and allow unprofitable firms to Bo to the 
Wall as Testrocturing Heath's Government 
Was: dispensed with by the British ruling class and 
Labour again stepped into the breach. For five 
years Labour did a relatively successful jeb for 
capital. Despite its interventionist stance - 
bankrupt firms like British Leyland, adreraft, 
aerospace and) oshipbullding industries were 
natiomalised - millions of jobe were axed. The | 
Million unemployed barrier was passed in 1975 and a 
post-war high of L.ém reached in 1977 (after stare 
Speniing cuts imposed by the IMF loan comditions of 
1976). By 1979 manufacturing output was growing 
again (altheogh withowt reaching the previews high 
Of 1973) but already the "Post-war Settlement!" 
(based on the assumption of full employment) was 
in tatters and Keynesian policies were belng 


@bandoned,as Callaghan made clear at the [974 
Labowr Party Conference: 


“Tt used te be thought that a nation could just 
spend its way out of recession and increase 
employment by cutting taees and boosting aevernment 
spending. IT tell you in all candouwr that that 
option no longer ecists," 


In 1975 Britain {along with Ttaly) was benkrupt and 
had had te go to the TMF. The IMF's comlitions for 
balling out the Goverment were massive cuts in 
Fovernment borrowing and spending. Thus, it was 
Callaghan, not Thatcher who was first obliged to 
Pursue monetary targets. The last yeara of the 
Labour Government saw the beginning of a new 
Strategy which, though not consciusly adopted, was 
fo be stumbled on a5 the economic truth of the 
1990's. However, as yet the class strigele refused 
to be tamed and in '79 workers in engineering and 
lowpald public services (who had seen massive pay 
erosions) gave the Callaghan Governeent what we 
described at the time as “a warm Jamary"” in the 
biggest series of strikes since ‘74. 


This was the signal for the bourgeoisie to bring 
back. the Tories. When Thatcher came to power sit 
wes only too well aware that despite massive 
Fedumdancies in basic industries the workine clase 


TABLE ONE 
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U.K. ECONOMIC INDICATORS 1979-86 


1979 9a a | 
COP (Grose Domestic 
Product) 1960-= 100 102.3 100) 90.8 
Manufacturing 
Qutpur 1980 = 100 109.5 Loo 4.0) 
Kedunlmcies 
(Theetarts } 1a? 4 Ler 
Total Baployment 
(#01 Lions} 22.6 aed 21.4 
Manu facturdne 
Employment (Millions) 7.1 6.8 6.1 
Manut acting, 
Investment 


(fbn - 1980 prices) 7.5 6.5 49 


100.3 103.7 106.6 lid.2 114.1 
o4.2 96.9 100.7 103.8 14.1 
400) a2 265 #35 225 


20.9 20.6 20.7 21.0 71.1 


Fath 5.4 ae | Sed 5. 1 = 


7 4.8 5.8 5.4 5.8 


All figures are averages (anmual) except for employment Figures which are for June, “eeasoma] Ly 


adjusted". 


Source: Economic Trends, Department of Employment Gazette, Treasury Economic Progress Report, 


fepartment of Trade and Industry. 


had fought every attempt by fritish capital to 
restore profitability at its expense. In 1974 and 
1979 class struggle had led to the downfall of Tory 
and Labour governments alike. The situation for 
capital was desperate and the ruthless measures 
imposed in the first 3 years of the Thatcher regime 
reflect that deiperation. 


DESPERATE MEASURES 


The Tory Government's adoption of ‘umetariam' - 
the attempt to control the money supply via the 
hank and interest rates inorder to keep dow 
inflation = reflected the grarning alarm of the 
British bourgecdsie about the usefulness of 
KeynesLaniom. Far from preventing class struggle, 
inflation, it seemed, promoted iz. The: 
Government, of course, blemel wage increases and 
the unions for inflation. At the sam tier however, 
it recognised that the real culprit was deficit 
financing by the state end pledged to hold dam 
state spending. At [First there was no talk about 
“dismantling socialian, but simply of reducing 
inflation by putting an end to “spending beyond our 
means". Implicitly this meant the recognition that 
British industry could no longer generate 
sufficient surplus value to festructure industries 
which were once comeldered cseetial to the 
national economy. Like her European ‘partners’ 
Britain wes obligel to lene the tulk of 
shipbuilding ami ste] manufacture to places like 
Korea and Japan with much more advanced production 
techniques. Meamvhiile unemployment rose to 
inprecedented lJevela {from | to 2.5 million) and 
manufacturing ‘growth’ rates became minus figures. 
Tn short, 1979=8] sav the worst fecession ever = 
much deeper than in the Thirties. 


THE IMPACT OF RESTRUCTURING 


Given this, the obligation to restructure has not 
only teen imposed on the old state-nm heavy 
industries. Beery branch of nanufacturing has been 
affected anil, «ithout state subsidies, many have 
guccumbed. Between 1979 and 1962 there was a 19% 
drop in the mmber of workers in momfacturing 
industry. The impact of this on some of the major 
manufacturing firms is illustrate! opposite. 


This list ie by no means exhaustive and only covers 
the first few years of the decade bot it serves to 
show that for the aaet part workers have accepted 
Jeb losses without a specifie fight against 
inninent unemployment. Why? 


The first reason must be that many firms have 
managed to ‘slim dom’ their labour force by 
so-called natural wastage - simply not recruiting 
new workers and encouraging early retirement 
amongst the older employees, Tied in with this is 
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TABLE Two 
U.K. EMPLOYMENT TN LARGE MANUFACTURING OCOMPANTES 
1977-83 
L977 1983 x 
decline 
British Stee] 268,000 81,100 4] 
GEC 156,000 156,944 -l2 
British Leyland 171,943 81,261 —§3 
Courtaulda 112,008 56,5356 0 
Dc 95.000 41,500 =35 
British Shipbuilders §7,569 42,583 8 
Cah 73,196 43,600 =a2 
Lucas 68,778 49,042 —29 
TI Raleigh Bl iif 25,100 =n 
Tunlop 48,000 22/000) =F 
Vaunchall 1 M1800 0©= a0 5a =42 
Talbet 22,200) 7, -69 
Massey Perms 21 486 13,066 -39 


* 1982-83 figure. In some cases (British Leyland, 
British Steel and TI Raleigh mainly) the full scale 
of the reduction partially reflects a sale of 
subsidiaries to other firms. 


Source: Financial Times, 11.6,34 


the enticement of redundancy payments which sinca 
1965 have bomen a legal entitlement for anyone who 
fast worked «for 2 years full-time with the same 
eeployer. The basie legal rate in iteelf is not so 
mich of anincentive (A euximm of £3,900 for 
fompone over forty years old who has worked for a 
company for at least twenty years; for 2 yomger 
worker who has been employed for fewer years the 
pum would be mich less). However, many of the 
larger firme, and especially the old nationalised 
industries, had their cum cedundancy schemes and 
though the press made exaegersted claims about the 
amounts imolved there is mo dowbe that a 
substantial section of older workers accepted their 
Téedundancy payments gratefully and tempered their 
militancy accordingly. (In the last inatance of a 
strike to defend the old conditions of employment, 
the dockers strike wiich took place last sumer, it 
was Clear that the threat of dismissal and thus the 
logs of entitlement to the special redundancy 
paynent = 25 mach as £95,000 for the older men = 
was one of the reasons for ite collapee.{1) At the 
heart of all this, of course, are the trade unions 
who in in their mole as not-aohomest brokers 
between othe employers and the workers have 
negotiated samy thousands of jobs and agreed to the 
introduction of new ‘wording practices’. 
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TABLE THREE 


a U.K. CHANGING PATTERN OF EMPLOYMENT, 1951-84 (%) 


195) 1%) 197] 1961 [984 


Workers employed 

in minufaeturing 39 38 34 29 2h 
Women workers 43 on 35 43 ey 
White=col lar 

workers* 


a] = Aa 4a az 
Part-time workers 4 10 16 “sy 2 


* Figures aro for 148, 1973, 1979, 1984 


SOME lepartment of Employment Gazette, Abstract 


of Historical Labour Statistics and Labour Force 
SuTVEye » 


By 1984 the percentage of the British workforce in 
camufacturing had dropped to 26% while the portion 
of workers in the service sector had risen to 5Fe: 
a dramatic acceleration of & peneral post-war 
tendency. Whilst we do not jodn those who speculate 
shout the ‘poot<industrial society’ and the absence 
of class struggle it fs clear thet the structure of 
the working class hws been profoundly altered. 
Despite the colour of their shirt collars, (not ell 
of them are white as the table above implies) the 
majority of workers in the tertiary sector are wage 
Gamers and objectively belong to the working 
Class. Tt camot be denied though, that there can 
be problems regarding the aubjective appreciation 
of this fact. 


While the accelerating decline in proportion of LE 
workers employed in manufacturing in the early 
vears oof the Thatcher decade is clear the 
Significance of this for the class atrugele and 
eventual emergence of a clase political 
coneaciousess is mre debatable.(2) We cannot po 
here inte the minutiae of the changed composition 
of the British working class and the various 
arguments and  comtef-arpuments of the 
tectiarisation and de-industrialisation debate. 

Let us simply state here that it is no argument to 
assert the CONSECRIENCES of festracturing as an 
explanation for the working class accepting 
restructuring in ‘the first place. Thus, statements 
about the declining proportion of manufacturing 
workers, the increased participation of women in 
the labour force, increasing significance of 
part-time work and the growing tumbers of 
self-enployed are not acceptable as implicit or 
explickt arguments for the absence of a clasa-wlde 
response during the height (or depths) of the 
restructuring process. Tt is truo that all these 
trends have accelerated during the past decade, 
particularly in the 1979-82 period: they are part 
and = opercel oof the restructuring process and 
capitalian'’s attempts to reduce the cost of its 


wariable capital. Femle labour peer, Sex 
Discrimination Act notwithstanding, is still 
penerally cheaper. Part-time work = apain 
predominantly feeale - is not oily cheaper bot 
trvalves less obligations on the patt of the 
eployer.(By 1985 part-time workers comprised 32% 
of manufacturing industry and 682 of service 
sector workers.) Ae in the 1990's self-omplopeeit 
has incressed (it now stands at aroured 12h of the 
labour Force}, And just as in the Thirties, we can 
safely seme that «a subatantial portion of the 
self-employed are simply workers who heave taken 
away the burden of matienal insurance tax from 
latger employers. 


In =o fer as restracturing haa been experienced ae 
an ACCELERATION of already exclating post-war trends 
Lt can be argued that the working class as a whole 
has not been in a position ta appreciate the full 
significonco of what has been happening. Indeod, 
the measures adopted by capital to reduce the cost 
of variable capital have often been perceived in a 
positive light rather than as attacks by capital. 
(Redundancy poy as a nest—ep¢ for early retirement; 
part-time work, for worm as liberating; 
self-anploynent as: ‘indenendence' - promilgated by 
the official ideology of Thatcherion and supported 
by state evbeldies fer those entrepreneurial 
workers who are ready to sink their redundancy pay 
in some petty bourgeoLs endeavour . 3 


Yet it is iopossible to disguise every aspect of 
restructuring in such a poeitive Heht. Over the 
last decade moh of the social cushioning 
previewsly oaseccisted with the ‘Post-war 
Settlement’ between capital and Isbour and made 
posaible by the economic boom has been torn away. 
Workers in jobs not only have to work harder but 
che terms of employment have drastically worsened. 
Ac othe sam tim welfare services which were 
Supposed te be "free' under the Bost—wer Settlement 
(actually financed by taxing workers’ pay) have 
been Tedoced and often have to be paid for. Workers 
are being encouraped to pay for private health 
insurance and te provide security in their old age 
= on top of the tames which once paid for all 
these. Abowe all, of course, rein the unemployed 
who, despite 28 changes in the offietal definition 
of unemployment since 1979, still mumber around 2 
milion. For them their “righte” axl material 
support have dvindled steadily in a process which 
began with the slashing of Exmings Helated Benefit 
and continues today with the tumiliating harasssent 
of unemployed workers who are oblige! to prove 
they are “actively seeking work". As for 4 roof 
over one's heel in the propertyming daseracy, 
the number of people ‘owning’ thelr homes (1.2. 
largely in debt to the budlding society) has risen 
to l4m (1985 figures) slomgside the homeless whose 
eal timbers are uiknom (local authorities 
accepted responsibility for 120,000 homeless 


TABLE FOUR 


U.K. WORKING POPULATION AND EMPLOYED LABOUR FORCE, 1975-85 
(seasonally adjusted - quarterly figures) 


ars Li thr? 1976 - 1873 Teo 


1981 1992 «1989s 


Source: Department of Employment, Beployment Gazette, Historical Supplement, April 1965; 
Department of Employment Statietics Division, March and .bme 1965. 


families in 1986) ani building soclety 
repossessions. When the evidence for all this 
camet be denied (people sleeping in candboard 
bows in the heart of Londo, bemgars on the 
streets) and when the EEC produces fleures to show 
that the percentage of ‘poor’ people in the UK hun 
doubled (between ‘73 and '85) the Government 
replies by changing the official definition of 
‘poverty’. 


In aether gene too the framework of the elass 


that the enormous amamt of sirplis value required 
to fuel further accmmlation in the largest 
indestries (the so-called critical mss) camot be 
generated inside national boundaries alone has come 
the opening up of the economy to outside capital. 
The slop of the Thirties was accompanied by 
restructuring behind national tariff walls. In the 
Slump of the Eighties capital is becoming more and 


more intermmationalised with the boundaries between 
the interests of ‘national’ and international 
capital ever mre blurred. 8ritish capital 
investment abroad (notably in the LS) is och 
latger than the amount of foreign capital invested 
here but a subetantial part of industry in Britain 
now owes its exlatence to the imvestment of surplus 
value from abroad (not just from Japan). To this 
extent the working clase in Britain will have to 
Face up to the fact that the class struggle is not 
just a coey dispute about sharing of the cake with 
British bosses but joining an international Fight 
against world capital. 


Tt is difficult to find direct figures showing the 
extent of foreign investment in manufacturing in 
the U.K. As we noted in the intreduction, in 
general {t is more profitable for British capital 
to invest abroad than at hone. The following 
figures, give som indication of the growing trend 
for U.K. dovesteent capital to move outside 
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retinal bomdaries. At the sane time, however, 
there is a much smaller, though growing rate of 


ate 


foreign capital investment which is drawing surplus 
wale out of the U.K. 


eo TABLE FIVE 
at 
ae U.K. IMPORT AND EXPORT OF INDUSTRIAL CAPITAL 
* 5? 
pm 7 € million 
t, at 
by 19770978979: ii1SBZsCSBSC1SBAGES Ss 1SBKL87 
“Income fro 
abroad 3,72 4,522 7,007 7,234 5,965 9,239 11,200 14,555 15,564 15,778 16,04) 
Profits dow 
abrrwacd* 1,997 2,227 39,02 4,767 4,695 4,659 5,255 6,294 7,08) 5,105 5,39 


* After U.K. bax 


Source: Anmuial Abstract of Statistica, 1989 


Yet, despite the welcoming arm and state subsidies 
extended to foreign investors the Britieah induserial 
scene is not proving as attractive as the government 
had hoped to outside industrial ineesters.(4) Now, 
after all the closures, redundancies and ‘improved 
productivity" by local capieal manufacturing output 
has only recently reached the (1979 level (itself 
lower than that of 1973). Inflation is rising again 
and othe bosees are worried about loa of 
competitiveness as wages begin to rise faster than 
cutput (after a pericd of massive productivity 
increases per worker). The miracle of Thatcherian te 
mot that it has fourm] a teal soltttion to the 
ecommic crisis — patently it has not — but that an 
historical breathing spate has been bkeight for 
British capital with a relatively small disruption 
in the ‘social peace’ ond without provoking a 
urd fied class response, 


Hew has the working class come to accept this 
situation? While the fear oof unemployment has 
certainly played its part this ia by no means the 
complete answer. [uring the rapld imerease in 
unemployment under Callaghon workers stepoed up 
their resistance to the bosses’ attacks and in the 
early years of the Thatcher Goverment protesta and 
desonatrations against wemployamt were the norm. 
But this brings us to the trade unions: mumber one 
culprit for undermining a unified class response. 


TRADE UNIONS 
ENEMY NUMBER ONE 


Whether it be es Labour or Tory government in power, 
a struggle of the unemployed or employed workers, 
the unions" role has always been to CONTAIN the 
class struggle, isolate workers according to 
industry or sector and chamel = their anger onto 
acceptable gramd for capital. Paradoxically, 


although the umions Failed ta prevent strikes when 
they worked openly hand in glove with the goverment 
= inthe period dubbed the era of “beer and 
sandwiches at no. LO" (1974-9) - their commitment to 
& legal stregle (even vhen the Goverment changes 
the boundaries of legality) ensured that the massive 
amger apainet the sovermment and bosses" attacks in 
the Eighties wae dissipated and ieslated. Whether it 
wae the uenployed who found themelves caught up in 
a Pe-run of the Jarrow marches, tewapaper workers 
exzaged in « fight te gave jobe in the face of new 
technology or workers in dying traditional heavy 
indwetries (Fighting for their Livelihoods, the 
unions were always there to organise and direct the 
striggle into almost Fitualistie acta of 
peeudesnilitancy and provide «a gultable slogan to 
prevent workers combining for a wnited flghthack. 
(‘The Right te Work’, for example, effectively 
excludes exployed workers.) It was the unions too 
Who called off the strikes in the south coast ports 
during the Falklarx! War al helped te orchestrate a 
mitlonalist response. 


In the met significant struggle of all: that of the 
tines’ stelle, the unions played the same Insidious 
role. This strike might have been the focus for a 
massive response by the whole working class against 
the austerity brought by restructuring. But while 
the goverment fought according to a carefully 
worked-out plan (the Ridley Plan) the striking 
miners blindly trasted the MIM. The slogan ‘Goal Not 
Dole’ instantly isolated mine workers from the 
unemployed end put the battle firmly on the ground 
of corporatisn - i.e. defence of the miners’ ‘own 
imiustry. Other vorkers who were moved to solidarise 
were informed by their unions that they were mot ta 
“geerifice themselves on someone elge's altar” (Bill 
Gira of the ISTC) of that they were only striking 


against their am bosses (dockers). A momentous 
fight which drew the instinctive sympathy of the 
great part of the working class, not just in Britain 
bat round the world, was isolate! and allowed to 
fizzle out by union tactics. As we said at the time, 
“the fallure of the miners" strike to throw back the 
fusterity plans of the bourgecisie hes been a 
set-back to the worleing class, not only in Britain 
bat internationally” ("The Miners’ Strike amd the 
Tasks of Communists’ in REVOUSTIONARY PERSPECTIVES 
22). Though the class strugele wes to contime the 
balance of class forces had tilted in favour of the 
ruling class. 


THE CLASS CONSCIOUSNESS 
OF THE BOURGEOISIE 


The urtons’ sussex In preventing = collective 
class response has only come shout because the 
working class as a whole has been innuffictently 
comatiows of its cum class interests. This cannot 
be sald of the bourgeoisie. The present Tory 
Government ¢am: to power witht a coherent 
programme except that of cutting the taxes on the 
wealth of their on class. However they had 
learned clear lessons from the past. Keynestan 
inflation did not end the class stregle and that 
all the policies of trying to use the unions ta 
tame the class struggle had not only Fabled but had 
brought down the Heath and Callaghan Governments. 
The most Jematic of the Thatcher afdeg in the 
Cabinet wes Nicholas Ridley. He had advocated 
building up deal stocks at power stations, using 
private road haulage companies rather than British 
railways to mere coal and of], Once this was in 
position then the Goverment could take on the 
miners or any other large section of the working 
class (but significantly not the power station 
workers who were paid a massive wage increase a few 
months before the miners" strike. 


However Ridley's Plan was st firet considered too 
erazy to be adopted. Two factors changed this. One 
was the successful stoumggle against a thirteen week 
ateel strike in 1990. The steclworkers received 
little help from other workers and this gave the 
Government hope that other sectors could be picked 
off one by one. Legislation against solidarity 
action was now brought in so that solidarity 
strikes would howe to be political from the 


The second factor wes the Falklands War. In 1982 
the Tory Government was the soet unpogular in 
British twentieth century history. The Falklands 
War, which partially came sabewt because of the 
diplometic tungling of the British Foreign Office 
(they let Galtieri think they were not really 
interested in the islamis - one of the few 
Gocaslons when the Foreign Office has ewer told the 
truth!) was fumed into a missive propagands 


ZT 


ducts for the Goveriment. Since then there haa 
beer a missive extension of state interference in 
the madia. The Party which cate inte power after 
being marketed by the biggest advertiaing apency in 
the world wes not slow to realise the potential of 
the mxiia for ‘tewlding public opinion’, The 
Falklands War was a significant silestono in this 
Pespect. Not only did press censorship become an 
acceptable fact but the langusge of rampant 
chauvinism revived. To be a ‘Brit’ and a 'patrict' 
are mow considered positive virtues. What chance 
the spirit of proletarian internationalism against 
the enterprising Brit of the Fighries? Just to 
hammer home the message the Goverment tack to 
denouncing the “leftewing bias" of the BBC (e.g 
over a television report on the Libyan boshings 
Which showed that the Americans had hit 4 hospital) 
as well as the [TV {the independent television 
network) over its investigation of the aurder of 
the three TRA masbers in Gibralter. Hewewer it did 
not Stop at broevwheating the presse and soon tured 
to owtright censorship. Television documentaries 
have been sefzed by the police and the politicians 
of Sinn Fein, the political organisation of the IRA 
cannot be heard on television (though they can be 
seen! ). All this adds up to a campaign of 
censorship unprecedented in peacetime, 


But just as the “Thatcher etracle" on the economic 
front is beginning to be exposed 28 a myth there 
aré signs amomgst the bourgeoisie that the Thatcher 
Goverment is now seen to undermining one of its 
own cardinal principles. In the struggles with the 
stetlworkers and the miners the Goverment have 
been very clever at preserving the mrth thet the 
struggle was not ome of a fight with the state. 
But, despite the propagamia about "popular 
capitalism” and a goverment “shove the facetious 
disputes between industries, companies and 
individuals" (4) the state cannot hide ite role as 
agent of the capitalist class. Thatcher has 
achieved her aim of "rolling the frontiers of the 
state" by removing restrictions on exploitation 
(einimm wages councils have been scrapped, for 
etple) but the heavy hind of increased state 
repression of the working class is mow tes obvious 
for even some Conservatives to stomach. 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Much has been made by Labour of the Government's 
squandering of North Sea O11 revenues (total Ling 
tio. anally). leapite 
withdrawal «of support from industry (not 
the return to the laieees-faire 
economy of capital's golden age has not com about. 
Money saved by cutting unemployment benefits and 
welfare services and from ridding the state of its 
‘dead ducks' has been offset by the dramstic grovth 
in the number of unemployed. Much as it would like 
to, the Goverment has feared the social 
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consequences of a complete axe of the dole {and ald 
age pensions). Thus, the of] revense hes been ued 
to contain the class stoggle and goverment 
sponding as a percentage of GDP is still minming at 
somthing like the 1969 level of 39%. Although this 
is a significant achleverent for capital in the 
present clrcumstances intestine the extensive 
inroads made on the Living standards of the 
unemployed and the atanlard of welfare services - 
{t ds nothing like the low level of pre- World War 
1 days (13.5% in 1913). Even the Government which 
promoted "a new seme of realiem" in the working 
Class has to buy off aoelal diseentent. As one 
shady reports: 


“The tritish Government is acknowledged to be more 
committed than all its post-war predecessors to a 
"free labour market" and reduced intervention in 
{t. Yet, as unemployment has risen to levels not 
experienced since the worst years of the (5s, it 
has Spent a vast amount on interventionist schemes 
through the Manpower Services Commission (MSC), 
steadily raising ite budget from £800 million in 
1979 to £2,100 million in 1984-5 and extending its 
role with a wide variety of selective policies. By 
the mid-| 980s the MBC had become « major component 
of gOvuIment strategy, with a staff of over 
20,000, and was scheduled for further expansion in 
1966.7" €5) 


In eidition, sdnce the eplosion of une loye! 


youth on the streets im 1981 a lever policy of 
social eerttainment has been used to contain the 
anger of jobless young people, eapectally black 
youth who are worst affected. Under the guise of 
eommimity schemes for ethnic minorities the young 
unemployed are kept off the streets in the pool 
roam and music workshops mm by the soft cops Fron 
the black ‘communities’. For the youth unemployed 
in general the enforced period of e=ployment 
training jie mot just a ploy to reduce the 
unemployment figures of even sn excuse to employ 
cheap labour, it also serves a deeper purpose of 
Preventing yomg workers from acting together to 
change the situstien, Combine this with local 
comeil palliatives such as job clubs, drop-ins, 
ete. and the end result is «a norm-political, 
atomised and isolated section of the working clase 
weose room for protest is limited to that of 
individual lifestyles. 


FROSPERITY FOR SOME 


These tactics could never have worked without some 
degre of material prosperity. For those in work, 
despite higher rates of exploitation, wages have 
improved in the last few years. The division 
between workers in jobs and the unemployed Ls wider 
than ever before. As the table below shows (albeit 
om the basis of averaged earnings) real wages have 
penerally risen since 182, 


TABLE SIX 


AVERAGE GROSS WEEKLY EARNINGS 1975-86 


IBTS 
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Source: Kew Eamings Survey 


Until cecently this rise in earings was offset for 
ecapitaliem by a higher rate of increase in 
productivity in manufacturing whlch meant that 
‘unit wage costs" hardly mee at all. Here, more 
than anywhere, Lies the basic material foundation 
for the worlcing class’ acceptance of restructuring. 
Though clase divisions in Britain are the sharpest 
fince before the 2nd World War (with the top 10% of 
“income oearmers' share of total incom now 
representing more them the bottom 50% of earners’ 
income put together) and though the unemployed have 
been marginalised as a sort of social uder—class, 
the majority of workers have not experienced 
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serious material deprivation. For those of us who 


wonder at the trade uiions maintaining their grip 
on the working class after so miny examples of lost 
battles fought under their barmer it may be of more 
than passing interest to note that in Britain 
undonised male mammal workers apparently eam 


The bourgeoisie is interested in this with regard 


to Thatcher's claim to hawe curbed the power of the 
imions. For revolutionaries it helps to provide a 
material explanation for the ideologies] hold of 
trade unfoniem over at least part of the British 
working lass. 


TABLE SEVEN 


UNION EARNINGS AS © OF NON-UNTOW EARNINGS 


(Male manual workers } 


Gourcet Midland Bank Heview, Spring 1985 


CONCLUSION 


To be sable to provide a definitive answer aa to why 
the British worldng class has not responded to the 
attacks of capital during its restructuring process 
with anything like the same ferocity would require 
a Gore extensive study than we are able to 
undertake here. Prom what we have said in the text 
we can now point to the following main factors 
wilch hawe prevented the social fabric of British 
eoclety from being tom apart over the last decade: 


a) Capital's attacks on the working class have 
often not been seen as such. Instead they have 
been disguised by various kinds of bourgeois 
ideology. Tn addition they heve often been 
introduced in a piecemeal or grade] cemmer wich 
has made i¢ difficult for particular groups of 
workers to see the overall significance of changes 
in their awn workplaces. 


b) Where a more extensive ¢lass battle potentially 
existed, as during the miners" strike, the power of 
trade uioniam and trade union tactics of striggle 
meant that this potential was never realised. 


¢) Canitalian's restructuring hes resulted in a 
more divided working class, particularly between 
the employed and umemployed. Whilst the letter have 
bacone serginalised from the rest of the clase the 
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former twe experienced a peneral growth in real 
wages, this precluding the material basis for a 
generalised Fight against capital. 


The success of “Thatcheriem' has net been in 
prviding on ecomamic “miracle” for the 
hourgeoieio. (As we have said, Thatcher's decode 
provided a breathing space for capital bur at tho 
cost of destroying a large part of manufacturing 
inhestry without replacing it with an extensive 
eedetmised infrestrocture,) What the Thaccherite 
decade fas seen though is a4 change in the 
hamdaries af the class struggle. Gone for ver 
have the old assumptions that capitalism mst 
provide "full employment", and that employment must 
neceseirily enteil a living wage. And though the 
framework of the welfare state still extera the 
bounmiaries of what are considera’ as “basic hoe 
Tights" are being perpetually Dirited. In short, 
the socalled Post-war Settlement, which ws 
Supposed to guarantee persamentiy the "right to 
work", to a decent standard of living and a roof 
gver one's head, to automatic care of the old and 
iil, has been finally ditched in the Eighties. The 
capitalist crisis demanded no lesa. On the other 
hand, the typleally fractionilised, ‘money 
militancy’, shortsighted straggle of the British 
working class was no defence aginst such a 
generalised attack from the capitalist class wha 
had othe full hack-uwp of the erate. Unfortunately 
the present signs of revival of the cle struggle 
show no signs that the working clase in Britaln has 
learned from the experience of the last ten years. 
We can only conclude that the econamic crisis has 
to get much deeper and its effects much more 
gemerslised {a for instance the working class in 
the periphery is experfemcing wlth sky-high 
inflation and shortage of basic foodstuffs) before 
we can realistically a break in the bourgesisie's 
manipulation of the social peace and a different 
kind of class strugele which will provide more 
fertile ground in which the seed of revolution can 
be ma ured 


Footnotes 


{1} The dockers - or at least the diminishing 
mumber who still work in the appropriate registered 
ports - were ome of the last sections of the 
British worldng class to be protected by & special 
scheme against unemployment. Brought in a9 a result 
of the dockers" struggle against the netorious 
gyeten of daily casual work. the fock Labour 
Scheme, has now been dismantled by an Act of 
Parliament while the Government and Fort Ssployers 
were assured of a toothless fight from the dockers 
vhese union delayed any strike for 3 mmths vhilet 
satisfying the increasingly arbitrary conditions 
demanded by the "law courts’ for a legal strike to 
take place. 
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(2) During the second half of ‘Thatcher"s decade 
this decline has slowd dam considerably. 
According to the Treasury's om employment index LK 
minfacturing employment dropped from 100 to 80 
betwecn L9RKKEA wile, according to the same index, 
the decling botwsen L9G4-87 was only one point (B80 
to 79). In tmmerical tems the sumufacturing 
workforce stoxl at just over 3 million in 1468, 
compared ta 7.25 million in 1979, 

(9) The table opposite gives some indication as 
to wiy this ds the case. Even with revived 
profitability UE manufacturing industry reatins 
less profitable than many of its closest rivals. 
(4) John Redwood, "Popular Capitaliem p.25. 
Redwood was. Head of Thatcher's Policy Unit, now a 
Tory M.P. 


(5) “Unemployment and Labour Market Flexibility: 
the Undted Kingdon, Guy Standing. International 
Labor Organisation, Geneva Lah. The same study 
points out that MSC spending has contimed to 
increase, ising to £2,416.2 million (£2,151.4 
million in constant prices) by 1965-7. 


Profitability in manufacturing 


Net rates of retum to fied capital 
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FROM MYSTIFICATIONS TO MASSACRES: 


40 YEARS OF 


THE CHINESE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC 


On October Ist, 149 the People's Acmy swept the 
Kuomintang of Chiang Kai Shek from the Chinese 
mainland and set up the Chinese People’s Republic. 
On June Sed, 1989 the same republic led by the same 
"Communist" Party provided, in Tiananmen Square, an 
appropriate celebration of forty years of lies and 
oppression. 


When the “Groat Helewnmn'', Mac Tee Tum, and the 
Chinese Communist Party announced that the Chinese 
revolution ws part af the "World-wide 
proletarian-sociallet revalutien" they were only 
serving up the First eaurse of a det of 
mystification. The CPR wee neither proletarian, 
me sxiallac. 


In fact the CPR was the result of a war of national 
Liberation carried out by an inter-classist bloc 
(Mao's Bloc of Four Clases}. This had emerged 
from the massacre of the revolutionary commmist 
proletariat of Shanghai and Canton in 1927. Hao 
rose to prominence as the leader of the peasant 
faction of the CCF. His vietery within the Party 
was the clearest evidence that there would be 
nothing proletarian ebout the Chinase October in 
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Hoc did it contain anything soclalist. Any system 
wich is based om the wage labour relation, no 
matter what it CLAIMS to be, ia capitalist. This 
China wes after 1949. Even reconstructed Maoists 
recogmise the difficulty of explaining the 
difference between China under Mao and Otima under 
Dem. There was no revolution between the two 
governments eo the fundamental eeonomic basis of 
the regime was not changed. The main difference 
waa in rheterle rather than in actions. Who, 
having repeatedly announced that “US imperialism is 
the moet ferocious enemy of the world's people”, 
imvited ite President, Mimo to Pekin in 1971? 


By then the Chinese state capitalist regime's drive 
to accumulate autarkically had ground to a halt. 
Nelther massive atate centralisation of basic 
industries om the Stalinist model, tor homespun 
furnaces in every people's comme, had brought 
about a "Great Leap Forward". Ac the death of Mao 
the per capita output of the Chinese harvest was no 
better than the best years of (hieng Kai Shen's 
Kuomintang tule in the 1930s. In short, despite its 


oan specific problema China was discovering that it 
shared the same crigia of accmmlation os its 
wealthier competitors in the West, The sam crisis 
Which hes forced on the [SSR Gorbachev's ¢lesnost 
and perestroika also led to the massacre at 
Tlanarmen Square. 


DENG: 
DARLING OF WESTERN DEMOCRACY 


When Deng Misoping emerged victorious from the 
power struggle that followed the death of Man he 
was immediately adopted as the West's mm. He 
would open up China for trade (called "democracy") 
after the "“tainess" of Mooien. The "Four 
Mederiestions” launched in 1979 were in fact 
another programe to solve the capitalist erieta in 
China by adopting metures of privatisation and 
deregulation which wert soon to beswe the 
orthodoxy in Thatcher's UK, Reagan's USA and 
Gorbachev's Russia. 


Deng's statement that "to get rich is glorious” 
made him a darling of the Western govetrments hich 
fell over themselves to get deals with China. For 
atime he could c¢lale massive growth rates which 
reached Il to [22 in 1988. Hewever, despite this 
apparent restoration of the profitability of 
Chinese capitalise: the crisis did mot po meny. 
Inflation wes 35% and the Chinese external debt 
grew alarmingly. Most particularly the Otinese 
proletariat were beginning te reject a poliey which 
gave cheap consumer goods to the rising bourgecisle 
and petty bourpecisle whilst rural and urban 
wmnemployment and the cost of basic necessities rose 
dramatically. There wore over 100 reported strikes 
in 1988 ina country where the OCP heavily polices 
the working class in the factories and living 


areas. 


Tt was this sign of unrest amongst the urban 
working clase as well as the nationalist unrest in 
Tibet which led to the wietory of the hardliner Li 
Peng over the so-called liberal Thao Ziyang in the 
pater etrugle within the OCF in May. It was Li's 
policy of increasing the price of consumer goods 
wiich led to the students occupying Tienanmen 
Square. At first the students hed few real 


too “extreme”. The tone of their movement wes that 
of a petty bourgeois pressure group asking its om 
goverment to femin firm to the policy of 
promoting their privilemes oe opportunites for 
increased owoalth. Only the intransigence and 
indecision of the OCP plus the intervention of the 
Wester press turned the student's protest inte a 
“democracy movement". And everyone in the West 
expected “their mm” Deng to agree to some of the 
demands and to end the occupation peacefully. 
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THE WOREING CLASS AND 
THE MASSACRE OF TIANANMEN 


onlarstand why the Liberalisation programme towards 
bourpesis demccracy could mot proceed. This was 
partly besauee they believed their om propaganda, 


dccording to the Western journalists the oecupation 
of Tiananmen Square wis a movement for democracy 
which swept the Chinese proletariat along with ite 
deminds. Although this contains a depree of truth 
it does not explain everythitgy. In fact the 
Chinese proletariat were at firet hesitant and 
played little part in the covement. As the 
demonstration carried on they began to support it 
by going to join the students aml by holding 
strikes. At First these were of Limited duration 
but gradually some began to take of fore permanent 
character, All this the Gilnese leadership could 
tolerate. However when the workers began to form 
their own organisations of struggle for their om 
demands (on living conditions) this was a different 
matter. 


cust before 3 Jume we were face! with a typically 
inter-class social movenent which wats the response 
of the various strata of the population, for 
different reasons, to increasing hardship. 


The petty bourgesis and hourgeois stratas, 
initially hopeful about their prospects when the 
1979 reform began, were s00n disappointed and found 
thamelves in om even weaker situation in 
camparison with the very rich few, This was what 
lay behind the students’ demmeciation of "Lllegai" 
enrichment based on corruption and their demand for 
a speaiing up of reform, particularly more free 
trade and more democracy. 


powerty at a time when the rich Red bourpeoiste 
were going in for Western houwrles pushed it onto 
the streets. 


The Strata of auieproletarians  (umemployed 
ex-peasants) who huve foved to the cities have 
selmi] the opportunity to demonstrate their 
potential for rebellion. They have no particular 
interests to defend beyond expressing thelr anger 
and despair which means they could be used by 
utilised by any victorious class. 


This was too dangerous a framework for the regime 
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wideh therefore decided’ et. the massacre. 


The working clase became pert of an already 
existing movement which led to a complicated 
phenomenon, too difficult for those who lack a firm 
grasp of mareiet methad to understand. Thus even 
various elements of the proletarien vanguard 
emuldn't see beyond what the bourgecisie waa 
saying. Even movement in society witch springs 
fron material causes tends to tase on ideological 
and political overtones which do not always express 
the chief material grievances of the actors. What 
the Chinese working class did wis to take up the 
Slogans and demands of the movement which expressed 
imexiiate opposition to the regime which created 
their misery. Thus the workers in the USSR follow 
every bourgeois nationalist or workers in Jordan 
flotel against poor living comditions under the 
bummer of Islasic fimdamentalism. In short the 
diteence of a neyoluticonary class reference point 
mart that the struggles of the masses, even those 
of the working class, will, at least initially 
assume the politieal garb of whatever is available 
at that soment - sainly more of less radical petty 
{and not so petty!) bourgeois tendencies. 


Te is thos not by the ideological veneer a moverent 
adopts that Marxists judge its real comes. If 
they did they would have to abstain from all 
intervention im then simce all the really great 
workers movements in history haw: started fron a 
mre or less beurpesis terrain and faced the 
recuperative tactics of bourgeois “oppasttion" 
groupe to divert them away from thelr own goals. 


Tea these communists whe think that Tlenanmen Square 
waa wat an internal matter for the bourgeclale 
Should ask why therefore the reaponae waa so 
eiage. The Chinese CP amd the Chinese state did 
net fear a few thousand students. [t was only when 
the workers also began to move that the People's 
"ldberation” Army cracked dem. if we nor 
students bet workers who were the firat to be pot 
on trial (in Shanghai) and shot in the aftermath of 
the massacre. We should not allow the bourpecia 
nature of the maln movement in China to obscure the 
fact that there wes also the begimings of a 
proletarian response to the capitalist crisis. 
Fallure to omderstand this leads only to 
abetractionisn and sabstentioniam. This is not the 
role of the commmdst vanguard. Ite task is ta 
recognise the real material situation amd to seck 
to develop the consciousness of the class by 
linking ite immediate demands with ita historic 
prozramme - the communist programme. 


DEMOCRACY AS DICTATORSHIF 


Today order reigns in Pekin. Today, despite the 
hypocritical tears for the crushing of "democracy" 
and the pseudo-embarges of the democratic leaders 
of the West, the Western companies who pulled out 


in jume ate slowly cravling back to Canton, 
Shanghai enc. Whller [ewe hae lose his golden halo 
in the West, the West does not intend to give up 
the profits Lt will make from this trade. Nor do 
the Western govetoments Intend to wise the chance 
te hammer home the virtues of "demmeracy”. They 
have not missed an opportunity to polnt owt to the 
wage slaved of the Weet iow lucky they are to Live 
in the “free world". TLananmen Square, the new 
goverment in Poland, the nationalities struggles 
in the USSR, even the fight against the Medellin 
drugs cartel are all about the struggle to ectend 
“the idea of democracy". Ard an idea is all that 
it remains since it has no real substance. Whilst 
workers thought that by strogeling for democracy 
last century they would create the conditions for 
the overthrow of capital we mow knew that democracy 
was only conceded once the ruling class fad the 
institutional apparatus {Social Democratic and 
Labour parties which opposed revolution, total 
control of the matia etc) in place to preserve 
their om dictatorship. It is no accident that 
democtacy has its surest foundatlons where the rule 
of capital is stromest. 


The proletariat of the entire world should draw an 
important lesson from the events In Ciina. They 
eammot fight wider the banners of bourgeois 
demecracy or by using the petty bourgeois begging 
methets emplovel by the students of ‘TLananmen 
Square. Gnly @ revolutionary class response can 
defeat the myatlfications and repressdon of the 
world capitalist order. Such a struggle ie not on 
the iomediate agenda but every partial military 
defeat suffered in the initial struggles of the 
proletariat can lead to a step forward for the 
proapect of « successful revolucion. But this in 
tum can only be achieved Lf their vanguard draws 
the political lessons necessary for strengthening 
thelr revolutionary organiaation and giving it firm 
roots in the working class. 


But, bowever well prepared it Is, mo national 
section of the working class can win alone. As the 
gallant failuce of the Russian working class shows 
the workers revolution has to be international or 
it will te mothing. ‘The central task of 
revelutionary organisations in all countries is to 
regroup into ~n International party of the 
proletariat. Only uch a centralised world party 
ef the proletariat can give political leadership in 
the revolution againeat all the democratic and other 
ideologies which aim to preserve bourgeois rule 
including the aecalled Communist and Labour 
Parties. Only such a party can ensure the victory 
ef the revolutionary programme inside the vorking 
Glass. It is this perspective amd to develop this 
process that the International Bureau for the 
Revolutionary Party exists. The bourgeoiale of 
bech East and West have already celebrated too many 
anmiversaries of their rule. 


TERE, Getober lst, 1969 


BOURGEOIS BARBARITY IN CHINA: 
ANOTHER FACE OF CAPITALIST 


DECADENCE 


The ‘public’ bourgeoisie of ‘People’s’ China is 
protecting "people's' democracy (soclalies?) by a 
mass mssacre of "studenta'! Apparently peace has 
returned under cover of the firepeer of the 
People’s Liberation Army's gm barrels. The 
fleeing students, workers who dared to raiee their 
heads against capitalist appropriation and state 
repression have been tramled over by swarming 
convoys of tanka - the last resort of power. Peace 
has returned to her haven over the dead and 
blesd-drenched plaza called Tisnarmen (i.e. "the 
door to heavenly peace) and via the stained 
streets of Shanghal, Nankin et.al. Thos Deng iyac 
Ping, Li Peng & Co. have retained! political power. 
Mow state terrorian rules over the land. 


But how Jong will it Laer? It's diffiewlt to 
answer. However, it's certain that it won't last 
forever because clase strugele has yet to dle, 
since class soclery hasn't died out. How might the 
next social explosion break out in the factories, 
farms ard fields, school, college: and universities 
of China? That will depesxd on what Lessons are 
being learnt by the proletariat of China from the 
intraclass and inter-clasa clashes during 
Mayme, 1969. 


The butchery and broadeasting of patently false 
stories by a totally subdhed publicity media have 
shocked many people worldwide. The cry of shame "on 
this uply ghastliness "(1) echoes on all sides, 
Hevertheless, some people have been caught by 
“surprise”, (2) some are “Very much ashamed" and 
might “hang dow their heads in shme'(3) while yet 
others claim, "fn view of the mediaeval brutality 
of the Chines: leaders, im the name of saving 
socialian, the tedling mass of workers and all 
other men of benevolence in the world are bending 
their heads in shame and scom."(4) 


We, the communists, are neither caught by 
“surprise” nor put to “shame”, but, certainly, we 
are caught by our class contespt which prevents us 
Finding appropriate words and ways of expression. 
Why should the working class and their wanguards be 
“surprised” if our class enemies =- all factions of 
capital of right and left = should pave the way 
towards harbaries by doing their best to keep 
eapltal alive, fo get it into their possesaion and 
to maintain their grip on the seme? What is there 


to be ashamed of? Our task ia rather to confront 
the probles of transforming this clase hatred into 
communist consclousness by explaining the causality 
of gvents and drawing the Lessons from them. We 
must match forward with our heada high, baring cur 
breasts with valour. Only those ceedulews fools who 
think that anyone can become 4 commuriet aimly by 
adopting a commmist name, who cannot recognise the 
bourgeois ravens who plume themelves with the 
peacock tails of commumist names, are put to shee 
when they get a glimpse of the deplumed person; 
when they come up against the ran of bourgeois 
imposters who pretend ipnorance they are caught by 
Seurprice'. 


WHAT IS SOCTALISMT 


According to Marx and Engels socislien is “the 
period of the revolutionary transformation 5) of 
capltalian inte the higher phase of comunisn. It 
is the first phase of comumist society, “ust -as 
it emerges from capitalist soctery; which 1s thus 
in every rmspect, economically, orally andi 
totellectually, still stamped with the birthmarks 
ef the old society from whose womb it emerges. "(6) 
Here the transitional form of the state “ean be 
nothing Gut the REVOLUTIONARY DICTATORSHIP OF THE 
PROLETARTAT’ (7) In the proper sense of the word 
the state will not remain a state. "... with the 
introduction of the socialist order of society the 
state will dissolwe Lteelf ... and disappear. As, 
therefore, the estate fs omly a transitional 
institution which ia used in the struggle, in the 
revolution, in order to held deem one's adversaries 
by force, it ie pure oomense to talk of a free 
people's state: @o long as the proletariat still 
USES the state it does not use it in the interests 
of freedom bot in orders ta hold dam its 
eiversarieg, amd os soon as it becomes poasible to 
spesk of freedom the state as such cease: to 
exist."(@) Engels, therefore, on behalf of Marx and 
himeelf, proposed to Bebel “to replace STATE 
everyehere by GEMETNWESEN (COMMUNITY), a pood = old 
Geman word which can very well represent the 
French word “commune. (9) 


Isn't it, therefore, a vulgerisation of Marxies to 
present demeracy - i.e. the dictatorship of the 
bourgecdaie — a6 SOME OTHER FORM of the period of 
revolutionary transformation, simply by decorating 
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the word with 
‘people's! yete.? 


adjectives like ‘new’, 


Since “The proletariams cannot become masters of 
the preoductive forces of society, except by 
abolishing their am prevlus mode of appropriation, 
amt thereby every other predous moe of 
appropriation”, (10) THE SOCTALIST REVOLUTION GAN 
COMMENCE ONLY AS A POLITICAL REVOLUTION. It is only 
after the overthrow of the polltical rule of the 
hourgecnisde that the peeleteriat can wee the 
political power it hea won For the revolutionary 
transformation of the edeting capltalist mode of 
production, Thts transformatlon met be directed 
towards destroying the system which has turned 
labour power into private property and where the 
necesaity to Craneform it inte value measured in 
tems oof socially necessary lLabour-time reign. 
Precisely, what Le to be destroyed is the LAW OF 
VALUE; the fundamental law of capltaltiean, The 
existence of the production of value, in any form, 
implies the edistence of clasa society and thereby 
Capltaliam, its last mode of existence, Whereas 
ali non-sectalist economic form: cam into being 
naturally, spentaneously, che soctalist econany 
will have to be brought inte being andl organised 
comaciously. Hence the principle derived from the 
Paris Comme = of labour=time certificates aa the 
basis for the mew oode of production amd 
distritution, within the framework of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat (democracy for the 
proletariat) = showld be Fundamental to the process 
of abolition of value, le. commodity relatlom. 
This can only come shout through the USE OF DIRECT 
LABQOR=TIME as the necessary unit of measurenenc 
For calculating production. It ia not in tern of 
Toomey, that is congealed indirect (abetract and 
average} labour-time, but in term of direct 
individual participation in overall  sectal 
pooduct ion that everybody is entitled to 
participate in dletritstion. 


Those who assert that in his “Critique of the Gotha 
Programe", "Mare explicitly prescribed commodity 
relations uider socialien"({11) to prove that the 
so-called socialist coumtries are really socialist, 
are oo undoubtedly either fools or hypocritical 
ewindlers. For Marx the problem is not a moral, 
idealistic om of maintaining of abandoning 
something. Since “it is a characteristic feature of 
labour whieh poslte exchange value that Lt causes 
the seelal relations of individuals to appear in 
the perverted form of a social relation between 
things",{12) the problem is to strip off the 
“nyetical vell" and emancipate real human relations 
by dissolving the “content and form” of commdity 
relations. With the introduction of the Labour=time 
voucher, as explicitly proposed by Marx in his 
eritique of Lassslle’s principles awl tactics, the 
Neontent and form of commodity pirduction amd the 
exchance oyster “are changed, beomem: under the 


altered circumstances no one can eive anything 
except his labour, and because, on the other hand, 
nothing can pass inte the amership of incividuals 
except Individual means of comeumption.( 13) Tors 
this mean the retention of commodity relations? Is 
this voucher a value? Or is it “labour soiey"? Yer 
aren't these the questions at the heart of Marx's 
met subtle analysis? And is it mot tre that 
Marx's Labour-time certificate system is based upon 
hia critique of Gray's “labour money" theory, aa he 
Glaborated in “A Comtribetion to the Critique of 
Political Eenrony"'? 


“Labour which manifests itself in exchange value 
appara to be the labour of an Leolated 
individual".(14) The process of establishing a form 
of social production which tums this individual 
labour inte “the direct function of a member of 
aocial organisation” by destroying the production 
relations which tum individual labour into 
“private labour al his product the private product 
of a separate individual” is the basis of 
socialism. Can it, therefore, be possible to 
sustain comxiity relations when the necessity for 
ebetract labeer — “the direct reification of 
universal lLabeww—time” - and exchange telations 
between value-equivalents determined by “abstract 
universal and urform labour”, is exhausted’? 


So long as the “form” of exchange of equal values 
survives in the shape of commodities within the 
metamorpiie cycles of capital its “comtent™ lives 
as Moecially necessary labour - "only in the 
average and mot in the individuel case. In the 
event of a change in the “content and form” what 
femins is only a principle: the principle of 
parity whose survival in the ‘bourgeois sense is 
only transitional ant is reflected by the 
enleulation of labour-time as directly expemded by 
the individual producer. What he gives to society 
is his “individual quantum of labour". "The social 
working day", on the other hand, "“consiste of the 
sum oof individual hours of work, the individual 
laber=time of the individual peotocer is the part 
of the soclal working day contributed by him, his 
share in it."(15) 


According fo this system, after deducing from each 
preducer"s expended labour-time that portion which 
is necessary for the common funds, everyboly is 
issued a certificate by society stating that they 
have furnished such and such an anmamt of labour. 
This certificate is then wed to drew fron the 
eocial stock of means of consumption. In other 
words, leaving aside the deducted amamt, each 
producer feceives back the same awamt of labour 
s/he has given society. 


From a bourgecis point of view this too appears 2 
an “equal right" since, even here it is “an equal 
stamlard, "labour" which is weed for calcularion. 


Bot this labor is fot indirect, average, abstract 
and umiform labour. This is the individual's share 
fn the total labour in social production - DIRECT 
LABOR. Ooviously, equal labour—times of imequal 
individuals cannot be equivalente. - (re is weak, 
another strom, @tc. Yet everyone works for 
definite hours in the social working day and gets, 
sam the said deduction, means of consumption 
containing the same hours as others. This is why 
Marx says, "This EQUAL right is an unequal righe 
for umeusl labour. It pecomises no class 
differences, because everyone is only a worker Like 
everyone elee; but it tacitly recognises unequal 
indivicial endowment ancl thus productive capacity 
of the worker as natural privileges. IT 15, 
THEREPOBE, A RIGHT OF INEQUALITY, IN ITS GONTENT, 
LIKE EVERY RIGHT. Right by its very nature can 
consist only in the applicatio cf m equal 
standard; but wniequal individuals (and they wuld 
met be different individuala if they were not 
unequal) are measurable only by the same standard 
in so far as they are brought under the seme point 
of view, are taken from one DEFINITE side only, for 
instance, in the present case, are regarded only as 
WORKER, and nothing more is seen in them, 


: “But these defecta are 
inevitable in the first phase of cammmist soclety 
asit is when it has just emerged after prolonged 
birth pangs from capitalist society. Right can 
never be higher than the ocomamic structure of 
Bociety and ites cultural development conditioned 
thereby." (16) 


THIS 15 WHAT SOCTALISN TS. WE CAN GIVE NO CREDENCE 
TO ANY SYSTEM WHIGH FALLS SHORT OF THIS - WHATEVER 
LABEL [T MIGHT ADOPT. 


Therefore if we want to destroy the myth that the 
“socialist countries" are basically socialist we 
should ask the following questions: (a) Is the 
character of «a society determined by its relations 
of production? (b) Is production based on the 
capltal—<wage labour relationship, and ia this 
relationship itself based on the law of value? fc) 
Tg it teu that secording to Marxist analyais the 
only transitional measure which can wipe out the 
system of commodity production is the labour-time 
certificate which forma the basis for calculating 
Production and implementing distribution without 
restoring the capitalist law of value? 


Tf the anawer fa "yes" to any of these questions, 
no matter what differences exist in the appearence 
of the markets, the “socialiet" economes are 
conditioned by the laws of motion of capitalist 
society i.e. by the law of value. Is Ghina, were 
the question of the independent political power of 
the proletariat was never ewm raised, where = 
soclaldet relations of production were sever 
inplemented, net a capitalist society? Is it only 
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petty bourpecis maivety which Jabele (China as 
socialist? 


Well, moc quite, asince the matter becomes more 
serious vhen Marxism iteelf is directly attacked. 
And this dawhet the Chiness leaders did. Gn 
Tecember 7th, 1384 2 front-page odiitorial entitled, 
“Theory Must Be Combined with Practice" appeared in 
the People's Teily, the offictal organ of the 
Comamist Party of China. Ohvlowly unMarcist 
since ite birth, thle paper mow declared Karl 
Marc's works obsolete. Becaume "Marx died 101 
Years ago. His works were written more than 100 
years ago” so, it was sald, strict adherence to 
Marmdst tenets was “naive and stupid" and 
detrimental to the nation's ambitious mxlernisarion 
drive. 50 is the theory about to be abandoned? Can 
the antiquated capitalist relations of production 
in Oiina, which predate the OCP"s arrival in power 
be mxtermtias| (become socialist?) through the “open 
door" or “open market™ policy? Is it not true that 
the people who proclaim that “the dictatorship of 
the proletariat" and labour time certificates are 
utopian also believe that socialiam is utoplan? 
and, whatever else they might be, are they really 
communist? 


HAS THE CHINESE COMMUNIST PARTY 
EVER BEEN COMMUNIST? 


Marx's method in “A Contribution to the Critique of 
Political Econooy" is SOF TO JUDGE AN INDIVIDUAL EY 
HOW HE ‘THINKS AND SPEAKS OF HIMSELF. In point of 
Fact the OCP, sdnee ite inception, fas meer ben an 
@teption to thie observation of Marx. A brief 
retrospective look at the iomediate history of the 
OCP's origins and existence in China will bring out 
this face. 


Tn Oeteber 1917 the revolution began in Russia, but 
it was not long before it started to becom 
isolated = both from without amd from within 
itealf: as a result of the lack of class 
consciousness of the world proletariat ani the 
weakness of the class in action in Russia when 
fared with the most arduais bet basic and urgent 
steps towards abolishing the system of value. 
Eventually though, in the face of a quickly falling 
rouble during the period of War Commmion, the 
question of disposing of money onl positing a 
labour time voucher system began te be considered 
in outline by the Party. However this mever becene 
an accepted part of the class" consciousness, the 
demfall of which was proclaimed by the so-called 
New Foonomic Policy. The fall of revolution 
ieplies the rise of counter-revolution. The 
Bolehevik: Party had the choice of two ways ahead: 
to be crushed of to be caught in a compromise. 
The larger sections of the vanguard, working class 
militants, were killed in the civil war, ‘The 
revolution became besdeged. The Bolsheviks adopted 
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the mistaken view that in the mear future there 
would be a Boropean revolution wiich would open up 
a way aut and thus they took the road of 
compromise. Bot tha way Was mever to be opened. 
Eventually, im the course of abandoning the 
vanguard positions of the proletariat, Oy 1921, 
their party had to beat its final retreat and fours 
ttself with the poaltions of the bourgecisic. 
Future mainstream “Gonmumist™ partins had to be 
bourgeois since their origins were conditioned by 
by the very process oof degeneration and 
transformation of the Ruselan Party into a bearer 
end hawer of Russian national interests and 
policies (which were synthesiee| in the theory of 
‘socialism in one country’ and later, during the 
Second World War, in the plea that annexation of 
other lands was justified on the grounds of 
‘defending the fatherland’). Thos these parties 
had nothing in common with communis except their 
names and some chodce phrases. In spite of their 
claim te be commmist, mo matter wiether they 
beldeved it or not, they became the bearers of the 
counter-revolution. That is why they are 
recognised ard publicised as "the Communists" by 
the bourpeciedé the world over. 


Wisterically, however, the lessons of October, 1917 
were not, ad could mot be, lost. The opposition 
to such 2 process of degeneratio, the Italian, 
futch, Geren and other Left Comamist currents 
kept alive the revolutionary lessons of the entire 
history of the working class. [mspite their 
relative Léolation they held high the banner of 
proletarian internationalism, in both theory and 
practice, until the present day when the renewal of 
the crisis has breweht forth mew forces to be 
Tempouped on that Foundation once again. 


The ‘long march” in Chima amd the so-called 
'Commnier vietory’ of 1989 was, fn fact, nothing 
more than the expaiition of a new Leadership and 
its amex! followers belonging te the left-wing of 
the hourgecisie itself. Tt ermled with the 
tetalitarian takeover of state power From the old 
ruling factions. Like other comtric: which were 
led dom the road of independence at the downturn 
of capitalist development, Chima too we taken 
along the road of atate capitalism in an attempt to 
‘develop’ ite indigenous tTesources by staying 
outaide a world marker dominated by the Western 
imperialist bloc. Since in this epoch of 
‘wmiversal interdependence of nations’, development 
in isolstion is impossible, eeely after the 
Maoist coup, China opened its doors to Russian 
‘aid’. In this attempt to develop her national 
eapital she was obliged to fimection virtually as a 
subsidiary of Russian capital. However, in less 
thn oa decade, after a tranaitory post-war 
reconstruction period, crisis raised its head. 
Feonomic ard sectal failure combined with China's 
endeavour to protect her ‘independence! and 


‘sovereienty’ compelled her to simul tanecuely close 
her deore te the Russian blee amd open them for the 
only other altemetive = the weatern bloc, ezain in 
the expectation of ‘aid’ for ‘prosperity’. 
Thereafter Chinese capital's atrugele for exiatence 
came under the influence of America end her bloc 
and ascumad the shape of the “open door policy”. 
Bot wis China ever really closed? 


The guccesaion of events from che Lend reform of 
1951-3, the crusade againet the ‘right=roaders' 
of 1957, the introduction ef the ‘Great Leap 
Forward" at the end of the decade — the outbreak of 
famine (the human cost of wich was arcu) 27 
miliions!) and the withdrawl] of the policy in 
196L; the "Cultural Revolution" that rocked China 
for years after Mao's call in 1966 for students to 
“honbard the headquarters” until the carly 
beventies. Then theme was the strife arcmd the 
“cloged door" va the “open door policy caused by 
the charge of imperialist camp, the purging of the 
"Gang of Four" following Mao's death in 1976; and 
finally the 1986 student movement and the removal 
of its siepathiser Hu Yaobang from the post of 
General Secretary of the Party im Jamuary, 1987, 
ete - all this shows that the history of the CCP is 
nothing but the history of clase struggle. Beneath 
it all is the capltal-amge Labour relation and 
above is the ideological hypocrisy and perpetual 
factional wrangling over the questions of poltical 
power and the method of economic 
Super-explod tation. 


For Marx, amd fer us as well, “wapes are not what 
they APPEAR to be, mamely the VALUE, or PRICE, of 
LABOUR, but only a masked form for the WALUE or 
PRICE, of LABQUR-POWER ... the wogewrker has 
permission ta work fer hls am subelatence, that 
ig, to live, only In so far as he works for a 
certain time gratis for the capitalist." ("Critlque 
of the Gotha Programme”), The ole systen of 
capitalist accumulation only exists by perpetually 
increasing this gratis labour. It is just this 
thet underlies slogans such as "voluntary labour™ 
(extending the working day), “sacrifice” (decrease 
the value of labour power), “self-dependence” 
(Hetribute poverty) and "productivity improvement" 
{increase the intensity of exploitation of labour) 
and so forth, as raleed by the leaders of Ciina 
just Uke their counterparts all over the world. 
Moreover because the bourpenis theoreticians taxe 
"the appearance for the essence of the matter", 
they cammot see the value of labour power behind 
the appearance of wages nor the real relations 
between omen hidden umder commality melations 
conditioned by the law of value. That's why they 
do notunderstand the "what and way" of communis 
and go around tagging the word ‘comamist' to their 
own marketplace vocabulary. In so doing they have 
piled wp a mamtain of ‘vulgar’ “commmist” 
Literature osroud the world: for instance, 


“communist obarberity", “communist coumtry", 
“comumist state", “oomuniet mainagemmt", etc. For 
them, commmiss too ia mothing but merchandise. 
Ths, they not only adulterate the aoods wich feed 
our stomachs but alen adulterate the elements of 
thougit which feed cur brains. 


DISCREDIT BEFORE YOU DESTROY 


When it becomes impossible to conceal the clase 
struggle hourpenis policy Ls alwaye to vilify and 
discredit before moving in for the K111. There are 
many accentable currencies in the market: 
‘anti=socials', ‘thieves’, ‘rioters’, ‘robbers’, 
‘terroriste’, ‘couwter-rewolutionaries', and ao on. 
Although this is a business of the bourgeoisie aa a 
whole, their factions mirtured in Staliniet-Maoist 
culture are, perhaps, better skilled at this. In 
China Hu, who was purged from power in 1987, died 
om April 5th, 1999. On April 23rd student 
agitation began with the demand for “political 
rehabllitation of Hu and more democracy". This was 
branded oss oa “conspiracy led by counter- 
revolutionaries” althowsh the students had neither 
a unlted organisation nor a well-defined programe, 
aml Eros the outset their moveremt was unarmed. 
Moreover the students - that is, mainly the som 
end daughters of the petty-bourgeolsie - were not 
oppoaed to the COP. For several weeks they believed 
they were saving the true face of the party and its 
general secretary, Zhao Ziyeng, against its 
detractors when they demanded speedy implementation 
of the 'programass of reform’ initiated by the same 
party. Onoe these came into being they expected to 
be able to improve their economic situation and 
find a proper place for themselves in the political 
atructum. In ceality they found they had no place 
in the official power structure. The they 
protested against the “corruption of the 
leadership, demanded the release of political 
prisoners, and oly after Li Peng had openly 
condemed their movement, declared martial law and 
deployed anny detachments, did they demand his 
resignation. 


Qesplte the clamur about the statue of the 
“goddess of liberty" erected by the students, they 
also held Mao's pleture in great reverence. Nor 
were they any less patriotic for holding aloft the 
red flag and singing the Internationale (no longer 
€@ revolutionary song but a "Commmmist Party” 
anthers). Clearly the movemeit ue SPONTANEOUS AND 
CONFUSED. This sort of thing is happening, and is 
beind to happen, elsevhere in the periphery until 
the esurgence of class struggle and class 
consciousness. The petty bourgeniaia lack the 
method and knowledge to do anything other then 
demind reforms based on the form and content of 
Western democracy. This being the state of affairs, 
is it pettevable ‘Cut 2 movemnt impired by 
democracy and patriotism could "jeopardise the 
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security of the state"? 


However , Once it had been labelled 
“counter=revolutionary” the signal came: ‘“ounter= 
Tevolutionary = violent = led from outside = anti= 
nations] - anti-commmist! Hence, fit to be 
ruthlessly repressed? The meming commentary of tha 
press lackeys of Deng, Lig? and Co. went as follows: 
The students oocgrying Tiananmen Spare are the 
“advance guard of «a counter-revolution” led by "a 
very amall romp conspiring to depose the 
Nenemuanf ata from power. And sa cht Cheering the 
ordeal of that bloody Sunday and the days which 
followed, the Indian Stalinist, anti-Stalin- 
Staliniet, Maoist chum and “comrades” wore 
“surprised” by such “unthinksble(L7) events but at 
the same tim: took up the official chorus, 
declaiming that the “counter-revolutionary 
tebel lion" was inspired by the West “to drag the 
socialist comtry into the md pit of 
capltalien",(18) and had grown out of the failure 
to implant a timely “ideological education"! And so 
.o? There was more to com. This time in the form 
of an unashamed “protest demonstration’ in Calcutta 
against the “antl-soctalist and anti-coommist™ 
propaganda initiated by the USA in China.{19) 


Last, but not least, the fact remains that before 
the oppression fell upon them the students had been 
winding dewn thelr mevement. Why then the resort to 
naked force? Because the acxvement not only drew on 
‘miss’ support, but also began to be transformed 
Plecemenl into ‘mass" resistence, actively 
organised by workers, unemployed and the 
dewi-trodden, against the instruments of state 
repression. That the workers’ intervention had 
become a “disturbing element" which deserved to be 
nipped in the bud ds evident from the first 
publicly-administered state merder of three 
militants, to workers amd one unemployed, in 
Sang on June 2let, followed by the national 
process of persecution. 


Thus has the leader of such glorious achievements 
in the Flelds of exploitation and repressimm - the 
“Chinese Comemist Party” - manifested its 
“communien". When the label “counter-revolutionary" 
cease] to serve as a lid on social protest ir 
became instead an excuse for brutality. Hence the 
reason for the bewilderment of other sections of 
the world's bourgeoisle. Until the eve of the June 
earmage the Chinese leaders, judged in terms of 

“open door policy towards the West" were 
helng welcomed as "reform incarnate - [{rmly 
Walking along the “capitalist road" to “economic 
progress", "social peace" and "soclalisn!’, the 
capable teustees for Hong Kong's democracy. But, in 
m tim, after being “surprised” by this gruesome 
incident and taking refuge in their respective 
democratic niches from where they shed crocodile 
tears about "communist barbarity", the “return to 
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communism", ete. the bourgeoisie has changed its 
tume. There is obviously a "great" reason for this 
- to keep down class steougle in the name of 
democracy; to convert the very name ‘comramist" 
into a loathsome thing. Nevertheless, the "great" 
business is mot 4 monopoly of the Chinese leaders, 
During reeent months toe silence students in Burm 
ant starving ‘rioters’ in Algeria, to break the 
workers’ strikes in Korea and Yugoslavia, to 
chastise the rebels againet ofsery amd hummer on 
the streets of Caracas (the capital city of 
Venezuela} and che famished “criminals” who hed 
taken to the streets in Argentina (60% inflation), 
toa disperse demenotrating workers, farm labourers 
and other tellers on the Reval Road in front of 
Hussein's palace in Amman ami the May [ey 
procession in Turkey, to crush strikes, pickets and 
barricades of workers demanding wage increases in 
Santiago, Chile and further, in MWigerla, in 
fimenia, Georgia and Uzbekistan in FPusaia, the 
"world leaders have ordered aomy deployments and 
massacred thousands. In India too, the mavy waa set 
to put an end to the port and dock workers’ strike. 


Those who argue that the students of Beljin: are 
importing "Wester demceracy" are obliged to anewer 
whether of oot the tanks which those ‘democracy 
importers' were massacred with are US-made or not. 
Are they not part of a $40) billion American ams 
and £200 million British high-tec equipment package 
imported by the Chinese “Gonmmmist"™ goverment. over 
the past ten years? On the one ham they bring 
‘democracy’, on the other, machinery of represaion! 
Thus: the blood of Chima has stained the hands of 
Bush and Thatcher too. Which only goes to show how 
quickly the boycott brageed about by the glohal 
"Bio=7' could be forgotten. Certainly, in not tlme 
at alll =As a comultant to Fritish cospanies 
deing business im Ching revealed in the pages of 
the Wall St. Jowmal ss early os Jume 6th: "Ae long 
ae the profite come, sho's going to poll our?” 


So, While the Staliniast-Macist factions are 
mumating buckets trying to obliterate the proofs of 
their barharity with che "Comumisn preservation’ 
theory, others are busy pocketing the profits of 
their rightecws indignation and anger by condemning 
the Stalinist, Maoist and other military 
dictatorships as represalve and painting their om 
democratic dictatorships as the portrait of peace 
and progress. 


From right and left the success of the 
bourgeoiste's ideology ts amzing. They might not 
agree about whether they're referring to "comamist 
harbarity’ or “commmist preservation" but both 
sides agree - that's what “commmmtisn” is! Thus, if 
you wit to hate, hate “commen”. If you want to 
seve, save “comamian". So long as you don't 
suspect that there can be real commis! The net 
effect? = "Long live bourgests barbarism"! 


STATE CAPITALISH 


Im the epoch of capdtaliem’s decadence the last 
resort of capital is the state. With the task of 
maintaining the life-cycle of capitalimn, it is the 
state - “the committe: for managing the common 
affairs of the whole bourgeoisie 20) = which is 
now centrally mmaging value production. No matter 
if the Tegal face of cmership be INDIVIDUAL or 
JOINT, since property is essentially a relation, 
the private property of labwor-peer omd the 
obligation to transform that property into value 
form is to be maintained. THUS THE LARS OF MOTION 
OF VALUE ARE TO BE KEPT ALIVE through numerous and 
diverse formations of amership. It [= this system 
which stands to be "neformed". But when a system is 
deformed it cannot be reformed. The real objective 
of changing the PORM is to save crisis-ridden 
capital by fraudulently increasing super- 
mplottation (1.0. to cheat in term: of the value 
of labour-power) and increasing extra-profite (1.2. 
to cheat in the exchange process of values). In 
this the state meither becomes less state, nor 
capital less capital, rather both becom more 
aguressive. "Privatisation" in the West, ‘glaanost' 
in Museia, "eeomomic Liberalisation’ in China, etc 
are «ll aliases for the same process. That which 
hae been set dn motion in Gina is not tha 
intreduction of the market economy but the 
centrifugal separation of the various aspects of 
gat haz all aloe ecated there - i.e. 
market-based value production. The demand for a 
freer an! lesa corrupt seclety only reflecta what 
fe bhappening economically: The encouragement of 
private enterprises and introduction of a share 
market, the handing of more and more power to the 
bosses to make production units profitable as a 
result of the ending of centralised price controls, 
the cametition to sccmulate capital, to get 
Ficher, to become manager, administrator ami party 
leader, in short, to get slices of profit and 
power. But we, the "citizens of the largest 
demecracy din the world”, knew from our com 
experience that the charter of demands iy the 
students of China can by no means feprove the 
conditions of our class. kinenen. However, in places 
where nationalisation aml totalitarian single—party 
figimes have been passed off as soclaliem the 
disparate effects of alienation fFros value 
production are bound to angender conflicting 
ideologies and political antagonism. To counteract 
such developments ‘perestroika’ has come hand in 
hand with ‘glasnoet’ in Russia and her followers in 
Easter Europe. In Ghima too, mow, ‘economic 
Liberalisation’ demands an umbrella of "political 
liberal sation’. 


Since capitalism, like all previo: class 
societies, came inte being spontaneously, the 
hourgecis revolution had to pass initially through 
the process of maturation of capitalist productive 
rélations until they came to hold swey over the 


economy and society. The severe act of seizing 
political power and overthrowing feudal sovereignty 
was the final part of the revolutionary process and 
in the eyes of the bourgeolsde it te this which is 
knam as ‘revolution’. Hence, even under capitalist 
order, a conflict over reewing state functionaries 
from their poste le accepted and preached as a 
‘revolution’. In fact thie amounts to nothing but a 
variation of bourgenis rule: whether the task is 
done by ballots or bullets matters little. Just as 
the bourgecis state {fs the instoment of 
explodtation and oppression of the proletariat by 
the bourgeoisie as a wiele, so also it is an 
instrument for maintaining sectarian domination of 
the ruling faction over the whole miciety. The 
concern of this faction 1a te hold on to power and 
the rule is that the oppoaition, no matter whether 
they belong to their am class of to their class 
adversaries, is te be eppreeeed . 


Thus, democracy is not, and camet be, the 
antagonist of the instrument of repression because 
they form tea poles of the same capitalist 
domination. The illusion of democracy and the 
terror of repression go hand in henl. There ts no 
bar against a demeerat being an oppressor or even 
against the same oppressor being a democrat, given 
the possibility of vwletery through ballote of 
bullets, or both, simi] taneously. 


THE PROLETARIAT WILL HAVE To 
PROCEED ALONG ITS OWN FATH 


When all of capltaliem's policies are bankrupt, 
when nothing less than the whole system has become 
corruption incarnate, what is there to achieve by 
desancling ‘more democracy’ within “vulgar 
democracy" (Marx) amd less corruption from 
corruption imearnace? Whether there ida a single 
party dictatorship or a ‘reformed’ version which 
allows combemding Fections to form separate parties 
amd put forward ‘alternative’ opinions = amd 
proposals, the movement remains embrolled in the 
quickeand of bourgeots politics. 


Tt is power based on exploitation that corrupts. 
So, when persons and parties com: and go, the 
system remains intact. Only fools can imagine that 
the arrival and = deperture of socialism and 
capltaliem are conditions by the arrival ond 
departure of persons in power. Proletarians canmut 
act as the proletariat unless they get avay from 
this polities of personal envy and factionalian. 

Rencracy, with its instruments of repression, 
regains all ite expenses from the lifeblood of the 
working class. Hyperinflation, unforeseen 
redundancy accompanying ever-growing unemployment, 
perpetually engulfing  abyamal © poverty, 
super-exploltative austerity packages coupled with 
despicable oppreseion, are becoming the order of 
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the day. This explains why, in QGhina now, the 
official anal rate of inflation is 35% while 
money wages are kept stable.(21) The Deng-brand of 
‘development plan’, with its encouragement to 
private enterprise aml competition, adoption of 
seeder technologles, development of productivity, 
ete., has entiched a few and impoverished all the 
rest. In 1988, in a comtry where more than 800 
million depend on aericulture, the income of 
farmeowners has gone up 62. This has been achleved 
at the coat of dmmene rural unesployment and 
eviction. Being driven fron hosesteads in search of 
& living, streams of rural unesployed are eroding 
into tems and cities. This mgratory process, 
similar to that dn other peripheral areas, is 
growing with the growing disparity between the few 
islets of dynamies - based on omdcmrchip 
technology, banks, share-markets and joint ventures 
- such as can be seen in the industrial belte of 
Shanghai, Canton, Human, etc. Via the “open door” 
international and Oiinese capital are engaged in 
active intercourse for producing profite: while the 
vast interlami stagnates with its anachronistic 
techniques: This is fuelling social tensions. The 
Duling class hes had to take refuge in barbarism 
both as a means of dealing wlth top-level quarrels 
over ‘alternative’ policies for making (Chinese 
capital mere competitive in the “open market" and 
to quell the growing antagoniam: and class struggle 
emerging out of the deepening crisis. 


The degree of brutality is more severe in the 
periphery than at the centres of world capitalien. 
The centres are stil] able to protect their 
interests by distributing the offects of the 
crisis, In general, and by transferring $ the mein 
load to the peripheral countries in particular. 


Recycling of the celale was aignalled in the USA 
with the amoumcement of imeonvertibility of the 
dollar into gold. First the load was released in 
Europe and Japan, who quickly memaged te divert it 
through restructuring. By fraudulent terms of trade 
and othe debt trap the crisis continued to engulf 
the periphery. Here there are naked attacks on the 
proletariat in order to appropriate the necessary 
finds to finance the austerity desls imposed by 
international capital. The social peace is being 
shattered and the resurpemce of class struggle ia 
enauread, Thus, v2 have observed that the heroic 
obstructions organised by the workers in Orina - at 
the cost of their blood and Life - were not so much 
for achieving “vulgar democracy” as for opposing 
state represéion. Cor exploiters want us to believe 
that their mode of production remains hale and 
hearty ani capable of bringing a peaceful future: 
as if existing mwerents, ranging free religious 
fanaticien to ultreleft republicanisn, vere 
isolated events! These various social outhurars 
reveal manifold ruling ideclogles and at the same 
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time conceal the classes underneath. But can the 
fact always be concealed that the material source 
af revolts is nothing but the attacks by states on 
the living comiitions of the prolotariac? Mareists 
are not ideclomes; they do mot jodge a revolt 
aimply by ite ideslegiesl-cultural fern; they 
analyse the material content of them. 


Those mationaliets who would have us believe that 
the West is evallowing up the Eest or the North the 
South, are the people who want to conceal the truth 
that all mations are compesed of classes. 
Capitalists of al] nations are shareholders, larpe 
adoseall, in the system of intermtional saving 
and investeent. They can only get their capital by 
exploiting their respective workers and their calls 
fer hard work at starvation wapes, for sacrifices 
of back ard belly, all aimed at the working class, 
wll] never end. But now the workers who find 
themselves being dragged dam to live below the 
level of a baast: the humery wo see that the food 
Produced by neboty but themelves is being throm 
inte the sea to enrich the eich; the bumery, vho 
have nothing to lose but the chains of humger and 
destitution, have started to say "It's enough, and 
no mere!" The stem that has started to hit the 
periphery will mot spare the centres. Eventually 
both will be equally tit and the balance of clasa 
forces cvertumed. Then the only altemative: 
ioperialist war or soelalist revolution will be 
posed before mankind. The task of comumlets today 
is to unite the forces of internationaliam born owt 
of the wanb of these mevements; to take in hand the 
work of emancipating the clase atrugele from ite 
present impasse; to introduce the prowrame of 
revolution and develop ite international political 
leaderahip. 


Rokkers have no country, 
Workers of the world unite! 


LAL PATARA 

Committee in India for tha Internatlonal Burea. 
for the Revolutionary Party) 

Calcutta, July 1989 

(Revised Enplish version? October, 1989) 
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